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ADVERTISEMENT.

The following Lectures were delivered by M. Guizot, in the

years 1828, 1829, and 1830, at the Old Sorbonne, now the

seat of the Faculte dcs Lettrcs, of Paris, on alternate days

with MM. Cousin and Villemain, a triad of lecturers whose

brilliant exhibitions, the crowds which thronged their lecture

rooms, and the stir they excited in the active and aspiring

minds so numerous among the French youth, the future

historian will commemorate as among the remarkable appear-

ances of that important era.

The first portion of these Lectures, those comprising the

General History of Civilization in Europe, have already

appeared amongst us; the Lectures on the History of Civili-

zation in France are now for the first time introduced to

English readers; a circumstance, from their high value, well

calculated to surprise those who are not acquainted with the

utter want of system in our adoption of the great productions

of the continent
; a want of system which has hitherto kept

the English public in well-nigh total ignorance of the best

works, of the best continental writers, and which it is one

of the leading purposes of the European Library to ob-

viate. Of these Lectures, it is most justly observed by the

Edinburgh Review :
“ there is a consistency, a coherence, a

comprehensiveness, and, what the Germans would term,
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many-sidedness, in the manner of M. Guizot’s fulfilment of his

task, that manifests him one to whom the whole subject is

familiar; that exhibits a full possession of the facts which have

any important bearing upon his conclusions; and a deliberate-

ness, a matureness, an entire absence of haste or crudity, in

his explanations of historical phenomena, which give evi-

dence of a general scheme so well wrought out and digested

beforehand, that the labours of research and of thought

necessary for the whole work seem to have been performed

before any part was committed to paper.” The same writer

laments that a knowledge of M. Guizot’s writings is even

now not a common possession in this country. It will be

rendered such by the pages of the European Library.

W. IIazi.itt.

Middle Temple. June 1, 1840
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On the 8th of April, 1794, three days after the bloody victory

of Robespierre over Danton, Camille Desmoulins, and the men
of the Committee of Clemency, the scaffold was prepared at

Nimes for a distinguished advocate, who was also suspected

of resistance to the will of the terrible triumvirate, and desola-

tion had seated itself at the fireside of one of the worthiest

families of the country. A woman, all tears, was beseeching

God for strength to support a fearful blow; for the executioner

at that moment was rendering her a widow, and her two
children orphans. The eldest of these, scarcely seven years
old, already wore upon his contemplative countenance the

stamp of precocious intellect. Misfortune is a species of hot-

house; one grows rapidly within its influence. This child,

who had no childhood, was Francois Pierre Guillaume Guizot.
Born a Protestant, on the 4th of October, 1787, under the

sway of a legislation which refused to recognise the legal

union of his parents and denied him a name and social rank,
young Guizot saw the Revolution, with the same blow, restore
him definitively to his rightful place in God’s world, and make
him pay for the benefit by the blood of his father. If we
designed to write anything more than a biography, perhaps
we might find in this concurrence of circumstances the first
germ of that antipathy which the statesman afterwards mani-
fested, almost equally for absolute monarchies and for demo-
cratic governments.

After the fatal catastrophe just related, Madame Guizot

l’luis
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left a city which was filled with such bitter recollections, and
went to seek at Geneva consolation in the bosom of her

family, and a solid education for her children. Young Guizot,

placed at the gymnasium of Geneva, devoted his whole soul

to study. His first and only playthings were books; and
at the end of four years, the advanced scholar was able to

read in their respective languages the works of Thucydides

and Demosthenes, of Cicero and Tacitus, of Dante and

Alfieri, of Schiller and Goethe, of Gibbon and Shakespere.

Ilis last two years at college were especially consecrated to

historical and philosophical studies. Philosophy, in particular,

had powerful attractions for him. His mind, endowed by
nature with an especial degree of logical strength, was quite

at home, was peculiarly enabled to unfold and open in the

little Genevese republic, which has preserved something of

the learned and inflexible physiognomy of its patron, John

Calvin.

Having completed his collegiate studies with brilliant suc-

cess, in 1805, M. Guizot proceeded to Paris to prepare himself

for the bar. It is well known that the law schools had dis-

appeared amid the revolutionary whirlwind. Several private

establishments had been formed to supply the deficiency; but

M. Guizot, not caring for an imperfect knowledge of the pro-

fession, resolved upon mastering it in solitude. At once poor

and proud, austere and ambitious, the young man found him-

self cast into a world of intrigue, frivolity, and licentiousness.

The period between the Directory and the Empire was a

multiform, uncertain, dim epoch, like all periods of transition.

Violently agitated by the revolutionary blast, the social

current had not yet entirely resumed its course. Many of

the ideas which had been hurled to the ground were again

erect, but pale, enfeebled, tottering, and, as it were, stunned

by the terrible blow which had prostrated them. Some

superior minds were endeavouring to direct into a new path

the society which was rising from its ruins; but the mass,

long debarred from material enjoyments, only sought full use

of the days of repose which they feared to see too soon ended.

Hence that character of general over-excitement, that disso-

luteness of morals which well nigh brought back the times

of the Regency.

The serious and rigid nature of the Genevese scholar
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sufficed to preserve him from the contagion. The first year

of his residence at Paris was one of sadness and isolation.

He fell back upon himself, like all men who, feeling them-
selves strong, want the means of making essay of their

strength.

The following year he became attached as tutor to the

household of M. Stapfer, minister for Switzerland at the
French court, where lie experienced almost paternal kindness,

and had opened to him treasures of philosophical learning

well calculated to direct and promote his intellectual develop-

ment. This connexion gave him admission to the salon of

M. Suard, where till the most distinguished minds of the
epoch were wont to assemble, and where he saw for the first

time the woman who was destined to exercise so noble and
beneficial an inlluence over his whole life.

The circumstance which brought about the marriage of M.
Guizot was somewhat tinged with romance. Born of a dis-

tinguished family, which had been ruined by the Revolution,
Mademoiselle Pauline de Meulan had found resources in an
education as solid as varied, and, to support her family, had
thrown herself into the trying career of journalism. At the
period in question, she was editing the PubUciste. A serious
malady, however, brought on by excess of toil, obliged her to
interrupt labours so essential to the happiness, the existence
of those she loved. Her situation threatened to become very
critical; she was almost in despair, when one day she received
an anonymous letter, entreating her to be tranquil, and offer-
ing to discharge her task during the continuance of her ill-

ness. The letter was accompanied by an article admirably
written, the ideas and the style of which, by a refinement of
delicacy, were exactly modelled upon her own. She accepted
this article, published it, and regularly received a similar con-
tribution until her restoration to health. Profoundly affected
by such kindness, she related the affair in the salon of M.
Suard, exhausting her imagination in endeavours to discover
er unknown friend, and never thinking for a moment of a pale,

serious young man, with whom she was scarcely acquainted,
and who listened to her in silence, as she pursued her conjec-
tures. Earnestly supplicated through the columns of the journal
to reveal himself, the generous incognito at last went in per-
son to receive the well merited thanks. It was the you no- man

b 2
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just alluded to, and five years afterwards Mademoiselle de
Meulan took the name of Madame Guizot.

During the five years, M. Guizot was occupied with various

literary labours. In 1809, he published his first work, the

Dictionnaire des Synonyme, the introduction to which, a

philosophical appreciation of the peculiar characteristics of the

French language, displayed that spirit of precision and method
which distinguishes M. Guizot. Next came the Vies des

Poetes Francois

;

then a translation of Gibbon, enriched with
historical notes of the highest interest; and next, a translation

of a work of Rehfus, Spain in 1808.

All these works were produced before the author had
reached the age of twenty-five, a fact from which the character

of his mind may be judged.

In 1812, his talents were sufficiently well known to induce

M. de Fontanes to attach him to the university by appointing

him assistant professor of history in the Faculty of Letters.

Soon afterwards, he obtained complete possession of that Chair

of Modern History, in connexion with which he has left such

glorious recollections. There was formed his friendship with

M. Royer-Collard, then professor of the history of philosophy

—a friendship afterwards closely cemented by time.

This first portion of M. Guizot’s life was exclusively

literary. It has been attempted to make him out at this

period an ardent legitimist, caballing and conspiring in secret

to hasten the return of the Bourbons. We have discovered

no fact that justifies the assertion. By his wife, by his literary

relations, and by his tastes, he belonged, it is true, to a certain

class, who retained, amid the roughness of the empire, tradi-

tions of the elegance and good taste of the aristocracy of the

previous age. A sort of philosophical varnish was very much
in fashion among the literati of that class, whom Napoleon

used to denominate ideologists. They ideologized, in truth, a

great deal; but they had little to do with politics. And it is

well known, moreover, that it was requisite for the pen of the

Chantre des Martyrs to devote itself entirely to the task of

reviving the well nigh forgotten memory of the Bourbons in

the heart of a generation which had not beheld their fall.

The events of 1814 found M. Guizot in his native town of

Nimes, whither he had gone to visit his mother after a long

separation. On his return, the young professor was indebted
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to tbe active friendship of Royer-Collard for his selection by

the Abbe de Montesquiou, then Minister of the Interior, to

fill the post of Secretary-General in his department. This was

the first step of M. Guizot in the path of politics. Although

he was placed in a secondary position, his great abilities

exerted a considerable influence upon the administrative

measures of the time. The partisans of the liberal cause

reproached him especially with having, in conjunction with

Royer-Collard, prepared that severe law against the press

which was presented to the Chambers of 1814 by M. de

Montesquiou, and also with having taken a seat in the com-

mittee of censorship, by the side of M. de Frayssinous. On
the other hand, the ultra-royalist faction was indignant at

hearing an insignificant plebeian, a professor, a protestant,

employed in affairs of state, with a court abbe, talk of con-

stitutional equilibrium, of balance of powers; to see him
endeavouring to conciliate monarchical ideas with the new
interests created by the Revolution. In the eyes of the one
party, he did too little, in the eyes of the other, too much;
Napoleon’s return from Elba released him from his difficult

position. After the departure of the Bourbons, he resumed
his functions in the Faculty of Letters ; and two months
after, when the hill of the emperor became evident to all, he
was charged by the constitutional royalists with a mission to

Ghent, to plead the cause of the Charter before Louis XVIII.,
and to insist upon the absolute necessity of keeping 51. de
Blacas, the chief of the old regime party, from all participa-

tion in affairs. This is the statement of the affair given by
his friends, and what seems to prove that it was in fact the
object of 51. Guizot’s mission, is, that a month afterwards, on
his return into France, the king dismissed 51. de Blacas, and
published the proclamation of Cambrai, in which he acknow-
ledged the faults of his government, and added new guaran-
tees to the Charter.

Every one knows what violent storms agitated the Chamber
of 1815, composed of the most heterogeneous elements, and
wherein the majority, more royalist than the king himself,
constantly opposed every measure calculated to reconcile the™u“try to the dynasty of the Bourbons. To say that
51. Guizot then filled the office of Secretary-General, in the
department ot justice under the 5Iarquis de Barbe-5Iarbois,
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is to say that, whilst he conceded much, too much, perhaps,

to the demands of the victorious party, he endeavoured to

arrest, as far as he could, the encroaching spirit of the parti-

sans of absolute royalty. His first political pamphlet, Du
Gouvernement Representatif, ct de VEtat actuel de la France

,

which he published in refutation of a work by M. de Vitrolles,

gave the criterion of Ids governmental ideas, and placed him
in the ranks of the constitutional royalist minority, represented

in the Chamber by Messrs. Royer-Collard, Pasquier, Camille

Jourdain, and de Serres. It was about this epoch, after the

victory of the moderate party, the dissolution of the Chamber
of 1815, and the accession of the ministry of the Duke De-
cazes, that a new word was introduced into the political lan-

guage of France. It has not been consecrated by the diction-

ary of the French Academy, for want, perhaps, of ability to

give it a precise definition; but it appears to us desirable to

furnish, if not its signification (which would be a difficult

matter), at least its history.

It is well known that prior to 1789, the Doctrinaires were

an educational body. M. Royer-Collard had been educated

in a college of Doctrinaires
,
and in the debates of the Chamber

his logical and lofty understanding always impelling him to

sum up the question in a dogmatical form, the word doctrine

was often upon his lips, so that one day a wag of the royalist

majority cried out, Voila bien les doctrinaires ! The phrase

took, and remained as a definition, if not clear, at all events

absolute, of the political fraction directed by Royer-Collard.

Let us now explain the origin of that famous canape de la

doctrine, which awakens ideas as vague as the divan of the

Sublime Porte. One day, Count lleugnot, a doctrinaire,

was asked to enumerate the forces of his party. “ Our

party,” he replied, “ could all be accommodated on this canape

(sofa).” This phrase also was successful, aud the changes were

rung on it to such a degree that the multitude came to regard

the doctrinaires as a collection of individuals, half-jesuits,

half-epicureans, seated like Turks, upon downy cushions, and

pedantically discoursing about public affairs.

The reaction consequent upon the assassination of the Duke

de Berri is not yet forgotten. The Decazes ministry fell, and

the firmest supporters of the constitutional party were driven



OF M. GUIZOT. XUl

from office. Messrs. Royer-Collard, Camille Jourdain, and de

Barante left the council of state; M. Guizot accompanied

them, and from that moment until the accession of the Mar-
tignac cabinet, of 1828, his political life was an incessant

struggle against the administration of Villele. Whilst the

national interests of France had eloquent defenders in the

Chambers, M. Guizot, who was still too young to be per-

mitted to ascend the tribune, sustained the same cause in

writings, the success of which was universal. We cannot

here analyze the entire series of the occasional productions of

M. Guizot from 1820 to 1822. In one he defends the system

of the Duke Decazes, trampled upon as revolutionary by the

counter revolution; in another he investigates the cause of

those daily conspiracies which appear to him to be insidiously

provoked by the agents of government for the overthrow of

constitutional institutions. Elsewhere, in his work, entitled

La Peine de Mart Mature Politique
,
without pretending

to erase completely from our laws the punishment of death,

even for political crimes, he demonstrates, in a grave and
elevated style, that power has a deep interest in keeping
within its scabbard the terrible weapon which transforms
into persecutors those who brandish it, and into martyrs those

whom it smites.

Among these political lucubrations, there is one which
strikes us as worthy, in many respects, of special mention.
In his treatise upon Des Mot/ens (V Opposition et de Gou-
vemement dans VEtat actuel de la France

,
published in

1821, M. Guizot completely lays bare the nature of his

political individuality, and furnishes both an explanation of
his past, and the secret of his future career. It was not an
‘ordinary opposition, that of M. Guizot. He defends the
public liberties, but he defends them in his own way, which
is not that of all the world. He may be said to march alone
in his path, and if he is severe towards the men whom he
combats, he is not less so towards those who are fighting
with him.

In his view, the capital crime of the Villele ministry was
not the abuse of power in itself, but rather the consequences of
that abuse which placed in peril the principle of authority by
exposing it to a fatal conflict.
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Unlike other polemical writings, which are usually alto-

gether negative and dissolving, those of M. Guizot are

eminently affirmative, governmental, and constituent. When
the word right comes from his pen, you may be sure that the

word duty is not far off; and never does he put his finger on
an evil without indicating at once what seems to him a

remedy.

At the height of his strife with the ministry, M. Guizot

was engaged in developing, from his professional chair, amid

the applause of a youthful and numerous audience, the va-

rious phases of representative government in Europe, since

the fall of the Roman empire, in the course of lectures given

in the following pages. The minister revenged himself upon

the professor for the assaults of the publicist: the lectures were

interdicted in 1825. Retiring into private life, after having

passed through high political functions, M. Guizot was still

poor; hut his pen remained to him. Renouncing the in-

flammatory questions of the moment, he undertook a series

of great historical works, which the biographer may confi-

dently praise; for his merits as an historian have never been

denied. Then were successively published, the Collection des

Memoircs relatifs a la Revolution d'Anylctcrre; the Histoire

de la Revolution cTAngleterre, cn 1G40; which forms one of

the previous volumes of the European Library; a Collection

des Memoircs relatifs a VHistoire deFrance

;

and, finally, Rssais

sur rHistoire de France, a work by which he carried light

into the dark recesses of the national origin. At the same

time he presented the public with historical essays upon

Shakespere and upon Calvin, a revised translation ot the works

of the great English dramatist, and a considerable number of

political articles of a high order in the Revue Francaisc.

In 1827, death deprived him of the companion of his

labours—that beloved wife, whose lofty intelligence and

moral strength had sustained him amid the agitations of his

career. It was sad, though calm, philosophical, Christian, that

parting scene between the husband and the dying wife, and

tfieir young son, soon about to follow his mother to the tomb.

Though born and bred a catholic, Madame Guizot had just

before this joined the faith of her husband; that husband

now soothed the last moments of his beloved partner by
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reading to her, in his grave, solemn, impressive tones, one of

the finest productions of Bossuet, his funeral oration upon the

Queen of England. 1

Some time afterwards, M. Guizot became one of the most

active members of the society Aide-toi, le del t'aidern, the

object of which was to defend, in all legal modes, the free-

dom of elections against the influence of power. The
Villele ministry fell, and that of Martignac restored M. Gui-
zot to his professorial chair and to the circle of admiring

students, whom he proceeded to delight with his lectures on
the History of Civilization in France. A short time after

the formation of the Polignac cabinet, he was elected deputy
for Lisieux, and voted for the address of the 221, adding to

his vote these words: “Truth has already trouble enough in

penetrating to the council of kings; let us not send it there pale

and feeble; let it be no more possible to mistake it than to

doubt the loyalty of our sentiments.” He wished to oblige

power to live, but power was determined to die. On the

26th of July he returned from Niines to Paris; on the

27th he drew up the protest of the deputies against the ordi-

nances—a protest more respectful than hostile, manifesting a

conservative spirit, dreading rather than desiring a revolu-
tion. Power deemed it seditious; the people pronounced it

feeble and timid: events proved the people were right.

In the meeting at M. Lafitte’s, on the 29th, when all minds
were intoxicated with triumph, M. Guizot, ever exclusively
occupied with the immediate necessity of regulating the re-

volution, rose and insisted upon the urgency of at once con-
stituting a municipal commission whose especial duty should
be the re-establishment and maintenance of order. On the
30th, this commission appointed him provisional minister of
public instruction; on the 31st, he read in the chamber the
proclamation conferring the lieutenant-generalship of the
kingdom on the Duke of Orleans. During the period pre-
ceding the ceremony of the 9th of August, he was busied with

.

general recomposition of the administration of public
aftairs, and the revision of the charter, his organizing activity

M. Guizot, in lftiS, married Mademoiselle Eliza Dillon, tlie niece of
113 i*t wife, according, it is said, to the earnest entreaties of the latter
previous to her death.



XVI BIOGRAPHICAL NOTICE

having caused him to be transferred to the then most difficult

post, the ministry of the interior. In a few days, seventy-six
prefects, one hundred and seventy-six sub-prefects, thirty-

eight secretaries-general, were removed and replaced. In the
draft of the new charter, he endeavoured, but without success,

to lower to twenty-five years the age required for eligibility

as a representative.

The first ministry of July, formed in a moment of enthu-
siasm, was as ephemeral as the excitement of the three days.

Personal differences, for a time effaced by great events and a

common interest, re-appeared more marked than ever, when
it became necessary to consolidate the work so rapidly effected.

The impulse was still too strong, too near its source, to be
guided. The principle of order was compelled to yield to that

of liberty; M. Guizot retired.

The history of the Lafitte cabinet is well known. After

its dissolution on the 13th of March, the conservative element,

at first trampled under foot, raised itself erect, potent, impe-

rious, in the person of Casimir Perier. For the first time since

July, a compact, resolute and durable majority was formed in

the Chambers. This governmental army, hitherto undisci-

plined and confused, was divided into three distinct corps,

manoeuvring with unanimity and harmony, under the orders

of the fiery minister—the left wing, composed of a goodly

fraction of the old liberal opposition of the Restoration, was

commanded by M. Thiers, the brilliant deserter from the camp

of M. Lafitte; the right wing, formed of the old constitutional

monarchists, marched under the banner of M. Guizot, the man
of inflexible and conservative will; as to the centre, an aggre-

gation of the undecided and wavering of all sides, it was asto-

nished to find for the first time in M. Dupin, the most eccen-

tric and restive of men, a chief obedient to the word of com-

mand and eager for the fray.

Supported by this triple phalanx, the ministry of the 13th

was able to make head against opposition in the Chambers,

to overcome insurrection in the streets, force the gates ol

Ancona, and consolidate the system established in J uly by

rescuing it from the exaggeration of its principle.

After the death of Casimir Perier, his captains for some

time disputed among themselves the command; M. Thiers

and M. Guizot shook hands, and the cabinet of the lltli of
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October, 1832, was formed. Upon the proceedings of their

administration, M. Guizot exercised a sustained and often

preponderant influence.

Whatever may be thought of their acts, there was one

exclusively appertaining to the department of M. Guizot

—

that of public instruction—so glorious, that all parties, the

most hostile to the man, have emblazoned it with unqualified

approbation. The great and noble law of the 28th of dune,

1833, as to primary instruction, conceived, prepared, sustained

and executed by M. Guizot, will ever remain one of the

grandest creations of our time: the principle of popular

education, adopted and proclaimed by the Revolution of ’89,

but arrested by the social tumults of the last fifty years,

at last received its full development beneath the auspices

of M. Guizot. Eleven thousand parishes, that is to say, one-
fourth of France, previously destitute of that primary in-

struction which makes the honest man and the good citizen,

have seen erected by the side of the humble
(

parish church,

the modest school-house, where the children of the poor
resort for knowledge, that other bread of the soul which is to

support them through the rough trials of life. Volumes
might be formed of the detailed instructions addressed by
M. Guizot, in reference to this law, to prefects, rectors,

mayors, and committees of examination; they are models of
precision and clearness. The finest of these productions is

undoubtedly the circular to the teachers of the parishes. In
its few pages there is, perhaps, as much true eloquence, as
much poetry of style and of thought, as in the most admirable
works of the epoch. With what touching familiarity does
the minister stretch forth his hand to the poor, obscure village

preceptor! how he elevates him in the eyes of all, and espe-
cially in his own! how he fills him with the importance of
his mission! He is almost his friend, his colleague, his
equal! For both are striving, each in his sphere, to secure
the repose and glory of the country. And then with what
paternal solicitude does the statesman, from the recesses of
his cabinet, enter into the most insignificant details of the
relations ol the teacher with children, parents, the mayor, and
the curate! “No sectarian or party spirit,” he exclaims, “in
your school; the teacher must rise above the fleeting quarrels
which agitate society! Faith in Providence, the sanctity of
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duty, submission to parental authority, respect for the laws,

the prince, the rights of all, such are the sentiments he must
seek to develop.” Can there be anything more affecting

than the following simple picture of the painful duties of the

teacher and the consolations he must find within himself:
“ There is no fortune to be made, there is little renown to be
gained in the painful obligations which the teacher fulfils.

Destined to see his life pass away in a monotonous occupa-

tion, sometimes even to experience the injustice or ingra-

titude of ignorance, he would often be saddened, and perhaps

would succumb, if he derived courage and strength from no
other sources then the prospect of immediate or merely per-

sonal reward. He must be sustained and animated by a

profound sense of the moral importance of his labours; the

grave happiness of having served his fellow-creatures, and ob-

scurely contributed to the public welfare, must be his compen-

sation, and this his conscience alone can give. It is his glory

not to aspire to aught beyond his obscure and laborious con-

dition, to exhaust himself in sacrifices scarcely noticed by

those whom they benefit, to toil, in short, for man, and to

expect his recompence only from God.”

Couple these pages of patriarchal gentleness with the

pitiless language of M. Guizot in presence of a revolt; hear

him thundering from the tribune against the wicked tail of

the Revolution ; behold him reading Bossuet to his dying wife,

or throwing with stoic hand the first piece of earth on the

coffin of his son; and say, if there be not something strange,

grand, immense, in this individuality, in which we find at

once the fiery zeal of Luther, the unctuous mildness of

Melancthon, the impassibility of Epictetus, the simple kindli-

ness of Fenelon, and the inflexible severity of Richelieu.

After an existence of four years, the cabinet of the 1 1 th

of October was dissolved by two causes, one external, the

other internal. The public perils at an end, it was deemed

too repressive by the Chambers; the majority which had

supported it was enfeebled and dislocated, whilst dissensions

broke out in its councils between M. Guizot and M. Thiers.

The former retired, but did not enter into open hostilities

until the formation of the Mole ministry, on the loth of

April, 1838, the policy of which he thus severely denounced:

“ It is a policy without principle and without banner, made

up of expedients and pretexts, ever tottering, leaning on
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every side for support, and advancing, in reality, towards

no object; which tampers with, foments, aggravates that un-

certainty of men’s minds, that relaxation of heart, that want

of faith, consistency, perseverance, energy, which cause dis-

quiet to the country, and weakness to power.” To fortify

power, M. Guizot threw himself into the coalition. Many
think that he failed in his purpose. We will not decide the ques-

tion; it is certain that the governmental car was for an instant

stopped, and the cause dear to M. Guizot brought into peril.

Called upon by the Soult ministry of May 12, 1839, to

replace Marshal Sebastiani, as the representative of France at

the court of St. James’s, retained in that office by the

ministry of the 1st March following, and charged with the

defence of the interests of France, in the stormy question of

the East, M. Guizot appeared at first in London under the

most favourable auspices. His literary reputation, his calm,

grave dignity, his thorough knowledge of English manners,
language, and literature, his protestantism, all these features

combined to conciliate for him the suffrages of the haughtiest
and most fastidious of all aristocracies. His society was
universally sought; no French ambassador, since Chateau-
briand, had created so great a sensation. At the Foreign
office, too, everything seemed to be smoothed for him, and
arrangements of a satisfactory nature appeared to be on the
eve of completion, when the Syrian insurrection broke out,

and M. Guizot’s position was changed.
The results of the treaty of the loth July are well known;

there is no need for us to go into a detail of the circum-
stances under which the ministry of the 1st March fell, and
M. Guizot was called upon to form the Soult-Guizot cabinet
ot the 29th Oct. 1840, himself accepting the office of
Minister of Foreign Aflairs, which he has ever since retained.
M. Guizot may be considered in four points of view—as a

pi Late individual, as a writer, as an historian, as an orator
and politician.

it

v *rtue ot the man has never been called in question.
Jhe morals of M. Guizot,” says one of his most violent

political toes, “ are rigid, and pure, and he is worthy, by the
oity virtue ot his life and sentiments, of the esteem of all
good men.”
As a writer, his style is one that may be recognised among

a thousand. With his pen in his hand, lie takes a firm,
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decided tone, goes straight to liis object, is not exempt from
a species of stiffness, and particularly affects abstract termin-
ology; the form in which he envelopes his thoughts is a little

obscure, but the thought is so clear, so brilliant, that it always
shines through.

As an historian, he has rendered eminent service to science.

He is one of the chiefs of that modern historical school

which has taught us to emerge from the present to go and
examine the past, and no longer to measure the men and
things of former times by our standards of to-day.

As an orator, his manner is dignified and severe. Small

and frail in person, he is lofty and proud in bearing; his voice

is imposing and sonorous; his language, whether calm or

vehement, is always pure and chastened; it has more energy

than grace, it convinces rather than moves. When he ascends

the tribune, friends and enemies all open their ears; there is

no more talking, little coughing, and nobody goes to sleep.

Much has been said of the political versatility of M. Guizot,

of his sudden changes, of his former opposition and his

present servility; but, from his words, his writings, and liis

acts at every epoch, we have derived the profound conviction,

that, save a few trifling exceptions of detail, his general and

distinctive characteristic as a politician is tenacity and con-

sistency; such as he was under the Decazes ministry, or in

the opposition to Villele, such he appears to us to be now.

Let us explain our idea without flattery and without enmity.

Providence has imposed upon society an eternal problem,

the solution of which it has reserved to itself. There has

been, and there always will be, a conflict between two oppo-

site principles, right and duty, power and liberty. In presence

of these two hostile elements, which the eminent minds of all

ages have essayed to conciliate, no one can remain perfectly

calm, perfectly impartial. Mathematical truths belong to the

head; people do not become excited about them; political

truths act upon both the head and the heart; and no one

can guard himself from an involuntary movement of attrac-

tion or repulsion in relation to them, according to his na-

ture, to the bent of his mind, to his individuality. Some

are especially inclined to liberty, others are more disposed to

power; some would play the minister, others the tribune;

these have the instinct of authority, those the sentiment

of independence. Now, M. Guizot is essentially one of the
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latter; his is an elevated and progressive intellect, but

domineering by nature, and governmental by conviction.

In his eyes, the France of our day, founded upon two great

victories of the principle of liberty, is naturally prone to

abuse its triumph, and of the two elements equally necessary

for social life, the feeblest at present, the vanquished one, is

power.

Setting out from this idea, M. Guizot seeks to re-establish

the equilibrium between the two bases of the edifice, giving

to the one what the other has too much of, and combining
this arrangement of forces within certain limits, with certain

measures, the details of which are too long and too compli-

cated to be gone into here.

If we read with attention the political writings of M.
Guizot, during the period of the Restoration, we shall soon

discover, through all his attacks upon the agents of power,
a real sympathy for power itself. Legitimacy exaggerates its

rights. Pushed on by imprudent friends and insidious

enemies, it drives full sail upon a rock: from the height

where he has placed himself, M. Guizot sees the danger,
rebukes those who manage the vessel, and even after it has
struck, continues to exclaim, “ ’Bout ship!”

The Revolution of July discomposed, perhaps, for an
instant, but did not discourage M. Guizot; thus, on the 29th,
when the principle which is the object of his solicitude had fallen

beneath the popular assault, we behold him earnest to raise it

by degrees, and revive its strength, and at length urging it

boldly in the direction which he wished it to take before its tall.

What, in short is M. Guizot?
He is, above all, a man of power and of government, and

at the same time the most independent of men—submissive
to the yoke of self-imposed principles, but bearing his head
erect in all questions as to persons; a politician of great
worth, and estimating himself at that worth; more convinced
than enthusiastic; more proud of the approbation of his
conscience than of the homage of the crowd; gifted in a
supieme degree with that strength of will and perseverance
which make the statesman, a mortal foe to all that resembles
disorder, and capable, if things were to come to their worst,
of throwing himself, without hesitation, into the arms of
despotism, which he does not love, rather than undergo the
anarchy which he abhors.
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CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE.

LECTURE THE FIRST.

Object of the course— History of European civilization— Part taken by
France in the civilization of Europe—Civilization a (it subject for nar-

rative—It is the most general fact in history—The ordinary and popular

meaning of the word civilization—Two leading facts constitute civiliza-

tion: 1. The development of society; 2. The development of the indi-

vidual—Demonstration—These two facts are necessarily connected the

one with the other, and, sooner or later, produce the one the other—Is

the destiny of man limited wholly within his actual social condition?

The history of civilization may be exhibited and considered under two
points of view—Remarks on the plan of the course—The present state

of men's minds, and the prospects of civilization.

Gentlemen,
I am deeply affected by the reception you give me, and

which, you will permit me to say, I accept as a pledge of the
sympathy which has not ceased to exist between us, notwith-
standing so long a separation—Alas! I speak as though you,
whom I see around me, were the same who, seven years ago,
used to assemble within these walls, to participate in my then
labours; because I myself am here again, it seems as if all my
oimei hearers should be here also; whereas, since that period,
a c iange, a mighty change, has come over all things. Seven
years ago we repaired hither depressed with anxious doubts
am ears, weighed down with sad thoughts and anticipations;
ue saw ourselves surrounded with difficulty and danger; we
e t out selves dragged on towards an evil which we essayed to

B
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avert by calm, grave, cautious reserve, but in vain. Now, we
meet together, full of confidence and hope, the heart at peace,

thought free. There is but one way in which we can worthily

manifest our gratitude for this happy change; it is by bringing
to our present meetings, our new studies, the same calm tran-

quillity of mind, the same firm purpose, which guided our
conduct when, seven years ago, we looked, from day to day,

to have our studies placed under rigorous supervision, or,

indeed, to be arbitrarily suspended. Good fortune is delicate,

frail, uncertain; we must keep measures with hope as with
fear; convalescence requires well nigh the same care, the

same caution, as the approaches of illness. This care, this

caution, this moderation, I am sure you will exhibit. The
same sympathy, the same intimate conformity of opinions, of

sentiments, of ideas, which united us in times of difficulty and
danger, and which at least saved us from grave faults, will

equally unite us in more auspicious days, and enable us to

gather all their fruits. I rely with confidence upon your co-

operation, and 1 need nothing more.

The time between this our first meeting and the close of

the year is very limited; that which I myself have had,

wherein to meditate upon the Lectures I am about to deliver,

has been infinitely more limited still. One great point,

therefore, was the selection of a subject, the consideration of

which might best be brought within the bounds of the few

months which remain to us of this year, within that of the

few days I have had for preparation; and it appeared to me,

that a general review of the modern history of Europe, con-

sidered with reference to the development of civilization—

a

general sketch, in fact, of the history of European civilization,

of its origin, its progress, its aim, its character, might suitably

occupy the time at our disposal. This, accordingly, is the

subject of which I propose to treat.

I have used the term European civilization, because it is

evident that there is an European civilization; that a certain

unity pervades the civilization of the various European states;

that, notwithstanding infinite diversities of time, place, and

circumstance, this civilization takes its first rise in facts

almost wholly similar, proceeds everywhere upon the same

principles, and tends to produce well nigh everywhere analo-

gous results. There is, then, an European civilization, aud it
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is to the subject of this aggregate civilization that I will

request your attention.

Again, it is evident that this civilization cannot be traced

back, that its history cannot be derived from the history of

any single European state. If, on the one hand, it is mani-

festly characterized by brevity, on the other, its variety is no
less prodigious; it has not developed itself with complete-

ness, in any one particular country. The features of its phy-
siognomy are wide-spread; we must seek the elements of its

history, now in France, now in England, now in Germany,
now in Spain.

We of France occupy a favourable position for pursuing
the study of European civilization. Flattery of individuals,

even of our country, should be at all times avoided: it is

without vanity, I think, we may say that France has been
the centre, the focus of European civilization. I do not pre-

tend, it were monstrous to do so, that she has always, and
in every direction, marched at the head of nations. At dif-

ferent epochs, Italy has taken the lead of her, in the arts;

England, in political institutions; and there may be other

respects under which, at particular periods, other European
nations have manifested a superiority to her; but it is im-
possible to deny, that whenever France has seen herself thus
outstripped in the career of civilization, she has called up fresh
vigour, has sprung forward with a new impulse, and has soon
found herself abreast with, or in advance of, all the rest. And
not only has this been the peculiar fortune of France, but we
have seen that when the civilizing ideas and institutions which
have taken their rise in other lands, have sought to extend
their sphere, to become fertile and general, to operate for the
common benefit of European civilization, they have been
necessitated to undergo, to a certain extent, a new preparation
m France; and it has been from France, as from a second
native country, that they have gone forth to the conquest of
Europe. There is scarcely any great idea, any great prin-
ciple of civilization, which, prior to its diffusion, has not
passed in this way through France.
And lor this reason: there is in the French character some-

t ing sociable, something sympathetic, something which makes
its w ay with greater facility and effect than does the national
genius of any other people ; whether from our language,

b 2
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whether from the turn of our mind, of our manners, certain it

is that our ideas are more popular than those of other people,

present themselves more clearly and intelligibly to the masses,

and penetrate among them more readily; in a word, perspi-

cuity, sociability, sympathy, are the peculiar characteristics of

France, of her civilization, and it is these qualities which
rendered her eminently fit to march at the very head of

European civilization.

In entering, therefore, upon the study of this great fact,

it is no arbitrary or conventional choice to take France as the

centre of this study; we must needs do so if we would place

ourselves, as it were, in the very heart of civilization, in the

very heart of the fact we are about to consider.

1 use the term fact, and I do so purposely; civilization is

a fact like any other—a fact susceptible, like any other, of

being studied, described, narrated.

For some time past, there has been much talk of the neces-

sity of limiting histoiy to the narration of facts: nothing can

be more just; but we must always bear in mind that there

are far more facts to narrate, and that the facts themselves

are far more various in their nature, than people are at first

disposed to believe; there are material, visible facts, such as

wars, battles, the official acts of governments ; there are

moral facts, none the less real that they do not appear on the

surface; there are individual facts which have denominations

of their own; there are general facts, without any particular

designation, to which it is impossible to assign any precise

date, which it is impossible to bring within strict limits, but

which are yet no less facts than the rest, historical facts, facts

which we cannot exclude from history without mutilating

history.

The very portion of histoiy which we are accustomed to

call its philosophy, the relation of events to each other, the

connexion which unites them, their causes and their effects,

—

these are all facts, these are all history, just as much as the

narratives of battles, and of other material and visible events.

Facts of this class it is doubtless more difficult to disentangle

and explain; we are more liable to error in giving an account

of them, and it is no easy thing to give them life and anima-

tion, to exhibit them in clear and vivid colours; but this
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difficulty in no degree changes their nature; they are none

the less an essential element of history.

Civilization is one of these facts; a general, hidden, com-

plex fact; very difficult, I allow, to describe, to relate, but

which none the less for that exists, which, none the less for

that, has a right to be described and related. We may raise

as to this fact a great number of questions; we may ask, it

has been asked, whether it is a good or an evil? Some bit-

terly deplore it; others rejoice at it. We may ask, whether

it is an universal fact, whether there is nn universal civiliza-

tion of the human species, a destiny of humanity; whether

the nations have handed down from age to age, something

which has never been lost, which must increase, form a larger

and larger mass, and thus pass on to the end of time? For
my own part, I am convinced that there is, in reality, a general

destiny of humanity, a transmission of the aggregate of civili-

zation; and, consequently, an universal history of civilization

to be written. But without raising questions so great, so

difficult to solve, if we restrict ourselves to a definite limit of

time and space, if we confine ourselves to the history of a

certain number of centuries, of a certain people, it is evident

that within these bounds, civilization is a fact which can be
described, related—which is history. I will at once add, that

this history is the greatest of all, that it includes all.

And, indeed, does it not seem to yourselves that the fact

civilization is the fact par excellence—the general and defini-

tive fact, in which all the others terminate, into which they all

resolve themselves? Take all the facts which compose the his-

tory of a nation, and which w'e are accustomed to regard as the
elements of its life; take its institutions, its commerce, its in-
dustry, its wars, all the details of its government: when we
would consider these facts in their aggregate, in their con-
nexion, when wc would estimate them, judge them, we ask
in what they have contributed to the civilization of that
nation, what part they have taken in it, what influence they
ave exercised over it. It is in this way that we not only
oim a complete idea of them, but measure and appreciate
leir true value; they are, as it were, rivers, of which we ask

w mt quantity of water it is they contribute to the ocean?
'oi civilization is a sort of ocean, constituting the wealth of
a people, and on whose bosom all the elements of the life of
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that people, all the powers supporting its existence, assemble
and unite. This is so true, that even facts, which from their

nature are odious, pernicious, which weigh painfully upon
nations, despotism, for example, and anarchy, if they have
contributed in some way to civilization, if they have enabled
it to make an onward stride, up to a certain point we par-
don them, we overlook their wrongs, their evil nature; in a

word, wherever we recognise civilization, whatever the facts

which have created it, we are tempted to forget the price it

has cost. .

There are, moreover, facts which, properly speaking, we
cannot call social; individual facts, which seem to interest the

human soul rather than the public life: such are religious

creeds and philosophical ideas, sciences, letters, arts. These
facts appear to address themselves to man with a view to his

moral perfection, his intellectual gratification; to have for

their object his internal amelioration, his mental pleasure,

rather than his social condition. But, here again, it is with

reference to civilization that these very facts are often consi-

dered, and claim to be considered.

At all times, in all countries, religion has assumed the

glory of having civilized the people; sciences, letters, arts,

all the intellectual and moral pleasures, have claimed a share

in this glory; and we have deemed it a praise and an honour

to them, when we have recognised this claim on their part.

Thus, facts the most important and sublime in themselves,

independently of all external result, and simply in their rela-

tions with the soul of man, increase in importance, rise in

sublimity from their affinity with civilization. Such is the

value of this general fact, that it gives value to everything it

touches. And not only does it give value; there are even

occasions when the facts of which we speak, religious creeds,

philosophical ideas, letters, arts, are especially considered and

judged of with reference to their influence upon civilization;

an influence which becomes, up to a certain point and during

a certain time, the conclusive measure of their merit, of their

value.

What, then, I will ask, before undertaking its history,

what, considered only in itself, what is this so grave, so vast,

so precious fact, which seems the sum, the expression of the

whole life of nations?
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I shall take care here not to fall into pure philosophy; not

to lay down some ratiocinative principle, and then deduce

from it the nature of civilization as a result ; there would be

many chances of error in this method. And here, again, we
have a fact to verify and describe.

For a long period, and in many countries, the word civiliza-

tion has been in use; people have attached to the word ideas

more or less clear, more or less comprehensive; but there it

is in use, and those who use it, attach some meaning or other

to it. It is the general, human, popular meaning of this word

that we must study. There is almost always in the usual

acceptation of the most general terms, more accuracy than in

the definitions, apparently more strict, more precise, of

science. It is common sense which gives to words their ordi-

nary signification, and common sense is the characteristic of

humanity. The ordinary signification of a word is formed

by gradual progress, and in the constant presence of facts; so

that when a fact presents itself which seems to come within

the meaning of a known term, it is received into it, as it were,

naturally; the signification of the term extends itself, expands,

and by degrees, the various facts, the various ideas which
from the nature of the things themselves men should include

under this word, are included.

When the meaning of a word, on the other hand, is deter-

mined by science, this determination, the work of one indi-

vidual, or of a small number of individuals, takes place under
the influence of some particular fact which has struck upon
the mind. Thus scientific definitions are, in general, much
more narrow, and, hence, much less accurate, much less true,

at bottom, than the popular meanings of the terms. In
studying as a fact the meaning of the word civilization, in

investigating all the ideas which are comprised within it,

according to the common sense of mankind, we shall make a
much greater progress towards a knowledge of the fact itself,

than by attempting to give it ourselves a scientific definition,
however more clear and precise the latter might appear at
first.

I will commence this investigation by endeavouring to
place before you some hypotheses: 1 will describe a certain
number of states of society, and we will then inquire whether
general instinct would recognise in them the condition of
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a people civilising itself; whether we recognise in them the
meaning which mankind attaches to the word civilization?

hirst, suppose a people whose external life is easy, is full
of physical comfort; they pay few taxes, they are free from
suffering; justice is well administered in their private relations—in a word, material existence is for them altogether happy,
and happily regulated. But at the same time, the intellectual
and moral existence of this people is studiously kept in a
state of torpor and inactivity; of, I will not say, oppression,
for they do not understand the feeling, but of compression.
We are not without instances of this state of things. There
lias been a great number of small aristocratic republics in
which the people have been thus treated like flocks of sheep,
well kept and materially happy, but without moral and intel-

lectual activity. Is this civilization? Is this a people civi-

lizing itself?

Another hypothesis: here is a people whose material exist-
ence is less easy, less comfortable, but still supportable. On
the other hand, moral and intellectual wants have not been
neglected, a certain amount of mental pasture has been served
out to them; elevated, pure sentiments are cultivated in
them; their religious and moral views have attained a certain
degree of development; but great care is taken to stifle in
them the principle of liberty; the intellectual and moral
wants, as in the former case the material wants, are satisfied;

each man has meted out to him his portion of truth; no one
is permitted to seek it for himself. Immobility is the charac-
teristic of moral life; it is the state into which have fallen

most of the populations of Asia; wherever theocratic domina-
tions keep humanity in check ; it is the state of the Hindoos,
for example. I ask the same question here as before; is this

a people civilizing itself?

I change altogether the nature of the hypothesis: here is

a people among whom is a great display of individual liber-

ties, but where disorder and inequality are excessive: it is

the empire of force and of chance; every man, if he is not

strong, is oppressed, suffers, perishes; violence is the predo-

minant feature of the social state. No one is ignorant that

Europe has passed through this state. Is this a civilized

state? It may, doubtless, contain principles of civilization

which will develop themselves by successive degrees; but
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the fact which dominates in such a society is, assuredly, not
that which the common sense of mankind call civilization.

I take a fourth and last hypothesis: the liberty of each
individual is very great, inequality amongst them is rare, and
at all events, very transient. Every man does very nearly
just what he pleases, and differs little in power from his neigh-
bour; but there are very few general interests, very few
public ideas, very little society,—in a word, the faculties and
existence ol individuals appear and then pass away, wholly
apart and without acting upon each other, or leaving any
trace behind them; the successive generations leave society
at the same point at which they found it: this is the state of
savage tribes; liberty and equality are there, hut assuredly
not civilization.

I might multiply these hypotheses, but I think we have
before us enough to explain what is the popular amf natural
meaning of the word civilization.

It is clear that none of the states I have sketched corre-
sponds, according to the natural good sense of mankind, to this
term. Why? It appears to me that the first fact comprised
in the word civilization (and this results from the different
examples I have rapidly placed before you), is the fact of
progress, ot development; it presents at once the idea of a people
marching onward, not to change its place, but to change its
condition; ol a people whose culture is condition itself, and
ameliorating itself. The idea of progress, of development,
appears to me the fundamental idea contained in the word,
civilization. What is this progress? what this development?
Herein is the greatest difficulty of all.

The etymology ot the word would seem to answer in a clear
and satisfactory manner: it says that it is the perfecting of
end life, the development of society, properly so called” of
tne relations of men among themselves.

^uch is, in fact, the first idea which presents itself to the
understanding when the word civilization is pronounced; we
at once figure forth to ourselves the extension, the greatest

1V
|*

1 ie kest organization of the social relations : on the
iin ^creasing production of the means of giving
and happiness to society; on the other a more

equitable distribution, amongst individuals, of the strength
and happiness produced.
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Is this all ? Have we here exhausted all the natural,
ordinary meaning of the word civilization? Does the fact
contain nothing more than this ?

It is almost as if we asked: is the human species after all a
mere ant-hill, a society in which all that is required is order
and physical happiness, in which the greater the amount of
labour, and the more equitable the division of the fruits of
labour, the more surely is the object attained, the progress
accomplished.

Our instinct at once feels repugnant to so narrow a defi-
nition of human destiny. It feels at the first glance, that the
word, civilization, comprehends something more extensive,
more complex, something superior to the simple perfection of
the social relations, of social power and happiness.

I actpublic opinion, the generally received meaning of the
term, sAin accordance with this instinct.

TakeWlome in the palmy days of the republic, after the
second Punic war, at the time of its greatest virtues, when it

was marching to the empire of the world, when its social state

was evidently in progress. Then take Rome under Augustus,
at the epoch when her decline began, when, at all events, the
progressive movement of society was arrested, when evil

principles were on the eve of prevailing: yet there is no one
who does not think and say that the Rome of Augustus was
more civilized than the Rome of Fabricius or of Cincinnatus.

Let us transport ourselves beyond the Alps : let us take
the France of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries: it is

evident that, in a social point of view, considering the actual

amount and distribution of happiness amongst individuals, the

France of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was in-

ferior to some other countries of Europe, to Holland and
to England, for example. I believe that in Holland and in

England the social activity was greater, was increasing more
rapidly, distributing its fruit more fully, than in France, yet

ask general good sense, and it will say that the France of the

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was the most civilized

country in Europe. Europe has not hesitated in her affirm-

ative reply to the question: traces of this public opinion,

as to France, are found in all the monuments of European
literature.
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We might point out many other states in which the pros-

perity is greater, is of more rapid growth, is better distributed

amongst individuals than elsewhere, and in which, neverthe-

less, by the spontaneous instinct, the general good sense of

men, the civilization is judged inferior to that of countries

not so well portioned out in a purely social sense.

What does this mean? what advantages do these latter

countries possess? What is it gives them, in the character of
civilized countries, this privilege? what so largely compensates
in the opinion of mankind for what they so lack in other
respects?

A development other than that of social life has been
gloriously manifested by them; the development of the indi-

vidual, internal life, the development of man himself, of his
faculties, his sentiments, his ideas. If society with them be
less perfect than elsewhere, humanity stands forth in more
grandeur and power. There remain, no doubt, many social

conquests to be made ; but immense intellectual and moral
conquests are accomplished

; worldly goods, social rights, are
wanting to many men ; but many great men live and shine
in the eyes of the world. Letters, sciences, the arts, display
all their splendour. Wherever mankind beholds these great
signs, these signs glorified by human nature, wherever it sees
created these treasures of sublime enjoyment, it there reco-
gnises and names civilization.

Two facts, then, are comprehended in this great fact; it

subsists on two conditions, and manifests itself by two symp-
toms: the development of social activity, and that of indivi-
dual activity; the progress of society and the progress of
humanity. Wherever the external condition of man extends
itself, vivifies, ameliorates itself; wherever the internal nature
of man displays itself with lustre, with grandeur; at these two
signs, and often despite the profound imperfection of the
soci state, mankind with loud applause proclaims civilization.

^uch, if I do not deceive myself, is the result of simple
an purely common-sense examination, of the general opinion
ot mankind. If we interrogate history, properly so-called,
1 we examine what is the nature of the great crises of civi-

“S 0 1 l0?c facts which, by universal consent, have pro-
pc ei i onward, we shall constantly recognise one or other
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of the two elements I have just described. They are always
crises of individual or social development, facts which have
changed the internal man, his creed, his manners, or his ex-
ternal condition, his position in his relation with his fellows.

Christianity, for example, not merely on its first appearance,

but during the first stages of its existence, Christianity in no
degree addressed itself to the social state ; it announced aloud,

that it would not meddle with the social state; it ordered the

slave to obey his master; it attacked none of the great evils,

the great wrongs of the society of that period. Yet who will

deny that Christianity was a great crisis of civilization? Why
was it so? Because it changed the internal man, creeds,

sentiments; because it regenerated the moral man, the intel-

lectual man.
We have seen a crisis of another nature, a crisis which ad-

dressed itself, not to the internal man, but to his external

condition
; one which changed and regenerated society. This

also was assuredly one of the decisive crises of civilization.

Look through all history, you will find everywhere the same

result; you will meet with no important fact instrumental in

the development of civilization, which has not exercised one

or other of the two sorts of influence I have spoken of.

Such, if I mistake not, is the natural aud popular meaning of

the term
;
you have here the fact, I will not say defined, but

described, verified almost completely, or, at all events, in its

general features. We have before us the two elements ot

civilization. Now comes the question, would one of these two

suffice to constitute it; would the development of the social

state, the development of the individual man, separately pre-

sented, be civilization? Would the human race recognise it

as such? or have the two facts so intimate and necessary a

relation between them, that if they are not simultaneously

produced, they are notwithstanding inseparable, and sooner

or later one brings on the other.

We might, as it appears to me, approach this question on

three several sides. We might examine the nature itself of

the two elements of civilization, and ask ourselves whether by

that alone, they are or are not closely united with, and neces-

sary to each other. We might inquire of history whether

they had manifested themselves isolately, apart the one from

the other, or whether they had invariably produced the one
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the other. We may, lastly, consult upon this question the
common opinion of mankind—common sense. I will address
myself first to common sense.

When a great change is accomplished in the state of a
country, when there is operated in it a large development
of wealth and power, a revolution in the distribution of the
social means, this new fact encounters adversaries, undergoes
opposition; this is inevitable. What is the general cry of the
adversaries of the change? They say that this progress of
the social state does not ameliorate, does not regenerate, in
like manner, in a like degree, the moral, the internal state of
man ; that it is a false, delusive progress, the result of which
is detrimental to morality, to man. The friends of social de-
velopment energetically repel this attack; they maintain, on
the contrary, that the progress of society necessarily involves
and carries with it the progress of morality; that when the
external life is better regulated, the internal life is refined
and purified. Thus stands the question between the adver-
saries and partisans of the new state.

Reverse the hypothesis : suppose the moral development in
progress : what do the labourers in this progress generally
promise ? What, in the origin of societies, have promised
the religious rulers, the sages, the poets, who have laboured
to soften and to regulate men’s manners? They have pro-
mised the amelioration of the social condition, the' more equi-
table distribution of the social means. What, then, I ask
you, is involved in these disputes, these promises? What do
they mean? What do they imply?

1 hey imply that in the spontaneous, instinctive conviction
ot mankind, the two elements of civilization, the social deve-
lopment and the moral development, are closely connected
ogether; that at sight of the one, man at once looks forward

.1
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amelioration of the individual, it .is well understood that the
tendency is to place faith in these promises, and it is accord-
ingly made use of with success. It is evidently, therefore,

the instinctive belief of humanity, that the movements of
civilization are connected the one with the other, and recipro-

cally produce the one the other.

If we address ourselves to the history of the world, we
shall receive the same answer. We shall find that all the

great developments of the internal man have turned to the

profit of society; all the great developments of the social state

to the profit of individual man. We find the one or other of

the two facts predominating, manifesting itself with striking

effect, and impressing upon the movement in progress a dis-

tinctive character. It is, sometimes, only after a very long

interval of time, after a thousand obstacles, a thousand trans-

formations, that the second fact, developing itself, comes to

complete the civilization which the first had commenced. But
if you examine them closely, you will soon perceive the bond
which unites them. The march of Providence is not re-

stricted to narrow limits; it is not bound, and it does not

trouble itself, to follow out to-day the consequences of the

principle which it laid down yesterday. The consequences

will come in due course, when the hour for them has arrived,

perhaps not till hundreds of years have passed away; though

its reasoning may appear to us slow, its logic is none the less

true and sound. To Providence, time is as nothing; it strides

through time as the gods of Homer through space : it makes
but one step, and ages have vanished behind it. How many
centuries, what infinite events passed away before the regene-

ration of the moral man by Christianity exercised upon the

regeneration of the social state its great and legitimate influ-

ence. Yet who will deny that it any the less succeeded?

If from history we extend our inquiries to the nature itself

of the two facts which constitute civilization, we are infallibly

led to the same result. There is no one who has not expe-

rienced this in his own case. When a moral change is ope-

rated in man, when he acquires an idea, or a virtue, or a

faculty, more than he had before—in a word, when he deve-

lops himself individually, what is the desire, what the want,

winch at the same moment takes possession of him? It

is the desire, the want, to communicate the new senti-
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meat to the world about him, to give realization to liis

thoughts externally. As soon as a man acquires anything,
as soon as his being takes in his own conviction a new deve-
lopment, assumes au additional value, forthwith he attaches
to this new development, this fresh value, the idea of posses-

sion; he feels liiraself impelled, compelled, by his instinct, by
an inward voice, to extend to others the change, the amelio-
ration, w hich has been accomplished in his own person. We
owe the great reformers solely to this cause; the mighty men
who have changed the face of the world, alter having changed
themselves, were urged onward, were guided on their course,
by no other want than this. So much for the alteration
which is operated in the internal man; now to the other. A
revolution is accomplished in the state of society; it is better
regulated, rights and property are more equitably distributed
among its members—that is to say, the aspect of the world
becomes purer and more beautiful, the action of government,
the conduct of men in their mutual relations, more just, more
benevolent. Do you suppose that this improved aspect of
the world, this amelioration of external facts, does not re-act
upon the interior of man, upon humanity? All that is said
as to the authority of examples, of customs, of noble models,
is founded upon this only: that an external fact, good, well-
regulated, leads sooner or later, more or less completely, to
an internal fact ol the same nature, the same merit; that a
world better regulated, a world more just, renders man liim-
seli more just; that the inward is reformed by the outward,
as the outward by the inward; that the two elements of civi-
lization are closely connected the one with the other; that
centuries, that obstacles ot all sorts, may interpose between
them; that it is possible they may have to undergo a thou-
sand transformations, in order to regain each other ; but
sooner or later they will rejoin each other: this is the law
ot their nature

5 the general fact of history, the instinctive faith
oi the human race.
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tions, properly so called; which are questions, I will not call

them hypothetical, but conjectural; questions of which man
holds but one end, the other end being permanently beyond
his reach; questions of which he cannot make the circuit, nor
view on more than one side; and yet questions not the less

real, not the less calling upon him for thought; for they pre-

sent themselves before him, despite of himself, at every

moment.
Of those two developments of which we have spoken, and

which constitute the fact of civilization, the development of

society on the one hand and of humanity on the other, which

is the end, which is the means? Is it to perfect his social

condition, to ameliorate his existence on earth, that man de-

velops himself, his faculties, sentiments, ideas, his whole

being?—or rather, is not the amelioration of the social con-

dition, the progress of society, society itself, the theatre, the

occasion, the mobile, of the development of the individual, in a

word, is society made to serve the individual, or the individual

to serve society? On the answer to this question inevitably

depends that whether the destiny of man is purely social;

whether society drains up and exhausts the whole man; or

whether he bears within him something extrinsic—something

superior to his existence on earth.

A man, whom I am proud to call my friend, a man who

has passed through meetings like our own to assume the first

place in assemblies less peaceable and more powerful; a man,

all whose words are engraven on the hearts of those who hear

them, M. Royer-Collard, has solved this question according,

to his own conviction at least, in his speech on the Sacrilege

Bill. I find in that speech these two sentences: “ Human
societies are born, live, and die, on the earth; it is there their

destinies are accomplished But they contain not the

whole man. After he has engaged himself to society, there

remains to him the noblest part of himself, those high faculties

by which he elevates himself to God, to a future life,
^
to

unknown felicity in an invisible world e, persons

individual and identical, veritable beings endowed with im-

mortality, we have a different destiny from that of states.” 1

I will add nothing to this; 1 will not undertake to treat the

1 Opinion de M. Eoyer-Collnrd sur le Projet de Loi relatif au Sacrilege,

pp. 7, 17.
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question itself; I content myself with stating it. It is met
with at the history of civilization: when the history of civiliza-

tion is completed, when there is nothing more to say as to
our present existence, man inevitably asks himself whether
all is exhausted, whether he has reached the end of all things?
This, then, is the last, the highest of all those problems to
which the history of civilization can lead. It is sufficient for
me to have indicated its position and its grandeur.
From all I have said, it is evident that the history of civili-

zation might be treated in two methods, drawn from two
sources, considered under two different aspects. The historian
might place himself in the heart of the human mind for a
given period, a series of ages, or among a determinate people;
he might study, describe, relate, all the events, all the trans-
loi mations, all the revolutions, which had been accomplished
in the internal man; and when he should arrive at the
end, he would have a history of civilization amongst the
people, and in the period he had selected. He may proceed
in another manner: instead ol penetrating the internal man,
he may take his stand—he may place himself in the midst of
the world; instead of describing the vicissitudes of the ideas,
the sentiments, of the individual being, he may describe ex-
ternal facts, the events, the changes of the social state. These
two portions, these two histories of civilization, are closely
connected with each other; they are the reflection, the image
ot each other, let, they may be separated; perhaps, indeed,
they ought to be so, at least at the onset, in order that both
the one and the other may be treated of in detail, and with
perspicuity, h or my part, I do not propose to study with
you the history of civilization in the interior of the human
soul; it is the history of external events, of the visible and
:°?nl
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we will study with attention society, such as it was, in the
midst of those famous ruins. We will endeavour, not to re-
suscitate, but to place its elements side by side; and when we
have done so, we will endeavour to make them move, and
follow them in their developments through the fifteen cen-
turies which have elapsed since that epoch.

I believe that when we have got but a very little way into

this study, we shall acquire the conviction that civilization is

as yet very young; that the world has by no means as yet
measured the whole of its career. Assuredly human thought
is at this time very far from being all that it is capable of
becoming; we are very far from comprehending the whole
future of humanity: let each of us descend into his own
mind, let him interrogate himself as to the utmost possible

good he has formed a conception of and hopes for; let him
then compare his idea with what actually exists in the world;
he will be convinced that society and civilization are very
young; that notwithstanding the length of the road they have
come, they have incomparably further to go. This will lessen

nothing of the pleasure that we shall take in the contem-
plation of our actual condition. As I endeavour to place

before you the great crises in the history of civilization in

Europe during the last fifteen centuries, you will see to what
a degree, even up to our own days, the condition of man has

been laborious, stormy, not only in the outward and social

state, but inwardly, in the life of the soul. During all those

ages, the human mind has had to suffer as much as the human
race; you will see that in modern times, for the first time,

perhaps, the human mind has attained a state, as yet very
imperfect, but still a state in which reigns some peace, some
harmony. It is the same with society; it has evidently made
immense progress; the human condition is easy and just,

compared with what it was previously; we may almost, when
thinking of our ancestors, apply to ourselves the verses of

Lucretius:

—

“ Suave mari magno, turbantibus aequora ventis,

E terra magnum alterius spectare laborem.” 1

i “Tis pleasant, in a great storm, to contemplate, from a safe position on

shore, the perils of some ships tossed about by the furious winds and the

stormy ocean.”
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We may say of ourselves, without too much pride, as Sthe-
nelus in Homer:

—

Hfti'tC roi iraripiov fiiy’ aptivoviQ evxopiO, firm.
1

Let us be careful, however, not to give ourselves up
too much to the idea of our happiness and amelioration, or
we may fall into two grave dangers, pride and indolence; we
may conceive an over-confidence in the power and success
of the human mind, in our own enlightenment, and, at the
same time, suffer ourselves to become enervated by the luxu-
rious ease of our condition. It appears to me that we arc
constantly fluctuating between a tendency to complain upon

grounds, on the one hand, and to be content without
reason, on the other. AVe have a susceptibility of spirit, a
craving, an unlimited ambition in the thought, in our desire,
in the movement of the imagination; but when it comes to
the practical work of life, when we are called upon to give
ourselves any trouble, to make any sacrifices, to use any
efforts to attain the object, our arms fall down listlessly by
our sides, and we give the matter up in despair, with a
facility equalled only by the impatience with which we had
previously desired its attainment. AVe must beware how we
allow ourselves to yield to either of these defects. Let us
accustom ourselves duly to estimate beforehand the extent of
our force, our capacity, our knowledge; and let us aim at
nothing which we feel tve cannot attain legitimately, justlv,
regularly

, and with unfailing regard to the principles upon
which our civilization itself rests. AVe seem at times tempted
to adopt the very principles which, as a general rule, we
assad and hold up to scorn—the principles, the right of the
strongest of barbarian Europe; the brute force, the violence,
the downright lying which were matters of course, of daily
occurrence, four or five hundred years ago. But when we
J e ( 01 a moment to this desire, we find in ourselves neither
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condition; let us not expose it to danger by indulging in

vague desires, the time for realizing which has not come.

Much has been given to us, much will be required of us; we
must render to posterity a strict account of our conduct; the

public, the government, all are now subjected to discussion,

examination, responsibility. Let us attach ourselves firmly,

faithfully, undeviatingly, to the principles of our civiliza-

tion—justice, legality, publicity, liberty; and let us never

forget, that while we ourselves require, and with reason,

that all things shall be open to our inspection and inquiry,

we ourselves are under the eye of the world, and shall, in our

turn, be discussed, be judged.
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SECOND LECTURE.

Purpose of the lecture—Unity of ancient civilization—Variety of modern

civilization—Its superiority—Condition of Europe at the fall of the

Homan empire—Preponderance of the towns—Attempt at political reform

by the emperors—Rescript of Honorius and of Theodosius II.—Power

of the name of the Empire—The Christian church—The various stages

through which it had passed at the fifth century—The clergy exercising

municipal functions—Good and evil influence of the church—The bar-

barians—They introduce iuto the modern world the sentiments of per-

sonal independence, and the devotion of man to man—Summary of the

different elements of civilization in the beginning of the fifth century.

In meditating the plan of the course with which I propose

to present you, I am fearful lest my lectures should possess

the double inconvenience of being very long, by reason of the

necessity of condensing much matter into little space, and,

at the same time, of being too concise.

I dread yet another difficulty, originating in the same
cause: the necessity, namely, ofsometimes making affirmations

without proving them. This is also the result of the narrow
space to which I find myself confined. There will occur
ideas and assertions of which the confirmation must be post-
poned. II hope you will pardon me for sometimes placing
you under the necessity of believing me upon my bare word.
I come even now to an occasion of imposing upon you this
necessity.

I have endeavoured, in the preceding lecture, to explain
the fact of civilization in general, without speaking of any
particular civilization, without regarding circumstance of time
and place, considering the fact in itself, and under a purely
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philosophical point of view. I come, to-day, to the history
oi European civilization; but before entering upon the narra-
tive itself, I wish to make you acquainted, in a general
manner, with the particular physiognomy of this civilization;
I desire to characterize it so clearly to you, that it may appear
to you perfectly distinct from all other civilizations which
have developed themselves in the world. This I am going to
attempt, more than which I dare not say; but I can only
affirm it, unless I could succeed in depicting European society
with such faithfulness, that you should instantly recognise it

as a portrait. But of this I dare not flatter myself.
When we regard the civilizations which have preceded that

of modern Europe, whether in Asia or elsewhere, including
even Greek and Roman civilization, it is impossible to help
being struck with the unity which pervades them. They
seem to have emanated from a single fact, from a single idea;

one might say that society has attached itself to a solitary

dominant principle, which has determined its institutions, its

customs, its creeds, in one word, all its developments.
In Egypt, for instance, it was the theocratic principle which

pervaded the entire community; it reproduced itself in the

customs, in the monuments, and in all that remains to us of
Egyptian civilization. In India, you will discover the same
fact; there is still the almost exclusive dominion of the theo-

cratic principle. Elsewhere you will meet with another

organizing principle—the domination of a victorious caste;

the principle of force will here alone possess society, imposing

thereupon its laws and its character. Elsewhere, society will

l>e the expression of the democratic principle; it has been
thus with the commercial republics which have covered the

coasts of Asia Minor and of Syria, in Ionia, in Phenicia.

In short, when we contemplate ancient civilizations, we find

them stamped with a singular character of unity in their

institutions, their ideas, and their manners; a sole, or, at

least, a strongly preponderating force governs and deter-

mines all.

I do not mean to say that this unity of principle and form
in the civilization of these states has always prevailed therein.

When we go back to their earlier history, we find that the

various powers which may develop themselves in the heart
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of a society, have often contended for empire. Among the

Egyptians, the Etruscans, the Greeks themselves, &c., the

order of warriors, for example, has struggled against that of

the priests; elsewhere, the spirit of clanship has struggled

against that of free association; the aristocratic against the
popular system, &c. But it has generally been in ante-

historical times that such struggles have occurred; and thus
only a vague recollection has remained of them.
The struggle has sometimes reproduced itself in the course

of the existence of nations
; but, almost invariably, it has

soon been terminated; one of the powers that disputed for

empire has soon gained it, and taken sole possession of the
society. The war has always terminated by the, if not exclu-
sive, at least largely preponderating, domination of some par-
ticular principle. The co-existence and the combat of different

principles have never, in the history of these peoples, been
more than a transitory crisis, an accident.

The result of this has been a remarkable simplicity in the
majority of ancient civilizations. This simplicity has produced
different consequences. Sometimes, as in Greece, the sim-
plicity ot the social principle has led to a wonderfully rapid
development

; never has any people unfolded itself in so
short a period, with such brilliant effect. But after this
astonishing flight, Greece seemed suddenly exhausted; its

decay, it it was not so rapid as its rise, was nevertheless
strangely prompt. It seems that the creative force of the
principle of Greek civilization was exhausted

; no other has
come to renew it.

Elsewhere, in Egypt and in India, for instance, the unity
of the principle of civilization has had a different effect

;

society has fallen into a stationary condition. Simplicity has
brought monotony

; the country has not been destroyed,
society has continued to exist, but motionless, and as if
frozen.

It is to the same cause that we must attribute the character
o tyranny which appeared in the name of principle and
um ei t ie most various forms, among all the ancient civiliza-
ions. Society belonged to an exclusive power, which would
a ow o the existence of none other. Every differing ten-
ency was proscribed and 'hunted down. Never has the
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ruling principle chosen to admit beside it the manifestation
and action of a different principle.

Tliis character of unity of civilization is equally stamped
upon literature and the works of the mind. Who is unac-
quainted with the monuments of Indian literature, which have
lately been distributed over Europe? It is impossible not to
see that they are all cast in the same mould; they seem all to
be the result of the same fact, the expression of the same
idea; works of religion or morals, historical traditions, dramatic
and epic poetry, everywhere the same character is stamped ,-

the productions of the mind bear the same character of sim-
plicity and of monotony which appears in events and institu-
tions. Even in Greece, in the centre of all the riches of
the human intellect, a singular uniformity reigns in litera-
ture and in the arts.

It has been wholly otherwise with the civilization of modern
Europe. Without entering into details, look upon it, gather
together your recollections: it will immediately appear to you
valued, confused, stormy; all forms, all principles of social

organization coexist therein; powers spiritual and temporal;
elements theocratic, monarchical, aristocratic, democratic

; all

orders, all social arrangements mingle and press upon one
another; there are infinite degrees of liberty, wealth, and in-

fluence. These various forces are in a state of continual
struggle among themselves, yet no one succeeds in stifling

the others, and taking possession of society. In ancient times,

at every great epoch, all societies seemed cast in the same
mould: it is sometimes pure monarchy, sometimes theocracy or

democracy, that prevails; but each, in its turn, prevails com-
pletely. Modern Europe presents us with examples of all

systems, of all experiments of social organization; pure or

mixed monarchies, theocracies, republics, more or less aris-

tocratic, have thus thrived simultaneously, one beside the

other; and, notwithstanding their diversity, they have all a

certain resemblance, a certain family likeness, which it is im-
possible to mistake.

In the ideas and sentiments of Europe there is the same
variety, the same struggle. The theocratic, monarchic,

aristocratic, and popular creeds, cross, combat, limit, and

modify each other. Open the boldest writings of the middle
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ages; never there is an idea followed out to its last conse-

quences. The partisans of absolute power recoil suddenly
and unconsciously before the results of their own doctrine;

they perceive around them ideas and influences which arrest

them, and prevent them from going to extremities. The
democrats obey the same law. On neither part exists that
imperturbable audacity, that blind determination of logic,

which show themselves in ancient civilizations. The senti-

ments offer the siune contrasts, the same variety; an energetic
love of independence, side by side with a great facility of
submission; a singular faithfulness of man to man, and, at the
same time, an uncontrollable wish to exert free will, to shake
off every yoke, and to live for oneself, without caring for
any other. The souls of men are as different, as agitated as
society.

The same character discovers itself in modern litera-
tures. We cannot but agree that, as regards artistic form
aud beauty, they are very much inferior to ancient literature;
but, as regards depth ot sentiment and of ideas, they are far
more rich and vigorous. We see that the human soul has
been moved upon a greater number of points, and to a greater
depth. Imperfection ol form results from this very cause.
The richer and more numerous the materials, the more dif-
ficult it is to reduce them to a pure and simple form. That
which constitutes the beauty of a composition, of that which
we call form, in works ot art, is clearness, simplicity, and a
symbolic unity ot workmanship. TV itli the prodigious diver-
sit) ot the ideas and sentiments of European civilization, it
has been much more difficult to arrive at this simplicity, this
clearness.

.
sides, then, this predominant character of modern

civilization discovers itself. It has, no doubt, had this disad-
vantage, that, when we consider separately such or such a
par lcular development of the human mind in letters, in the
ar s, in all directions in which it can advance, we usually
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find that it has existed fifteen centuries, and yet is still in a
state ol continuous progression; it has not advanced nearly so
rapidly as the Greek civilization, but its progress' lias never
ceased to grow. It catches a glimpse of the vast career which
lies before it, and day after day it shoots forward more rapidly,

because more and more of freedom attends its movements.
Whilst, in other civilizations, the exclusive, or, at least, the
excessively preponderating dominion of a single principle, of
a single form, has been the cause of tyranny, in modern
Europe, the diversity of elements, which constitute the social

order, the impossibility under which they have been placed
of excluding each other, have given birth to the freedom
which prevails in the present day. Not having been able to

exterminate each other, it has become necessary that various

principles should exist together,—that they should make be-

tween them a sort of compact. Each lias agreed to undertake

that portion of the development which may fall to its share;

and whilst elsewhere the predominance of a principle produced

tyranny, in Europe liberty has been the result of the variety

of the elements of civilization, and of the state of struggle in

which they have constantly existed.

This constitutes a real and an immense superiority; and if

we investigate yet further, if we penetrate beyond external

facts into the nature of things, we shall discover that this

superiority is legitimate, and acknowdedged by reason as

well as proclaimed by facts. Forgetting for a moment Eu-
ropean civilization, let us turn our attention to the world in

general, on the general course of terrestrial things. What
character do we find? IIow goes the world? It moves pre-

cisely with this diversity and variety of elements, a prey to

this constant struggle which we have remarked in European

civilization. Evidently it has not been permitted to any

single principle, to any particular organization, to any single

idea, or to any special force, that it should possess itself of

the world, moulding it once for all, destroying all other

influences to reign therein itself exclusively.

Various powers, principles, and systems mingle, limit each

other, and struggle without ceasing, in turn predominat-

ing, or predominated over, never entirely conquered or con-

quering. A variety of forms, of ideas, and of principles, then,
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struggles, their efforts after a certain unity, a certain ideal

which perhaps can never be attained, but to which the human
race tends by freedom and work; these constitute the general

condition of the world. European civilization is, therefore, the

faithful image of the world: like the course of things in the

world, it is neither narrow, exclusive, nor stationary. For the

first time, I believe, the character of specialty has vanished
from civilization; for the first time it is developed as variously,

as richly, as laboriously, as the great drama of the uni-

verse.

European civilization has entered, if we may so speak, into

the eternal truth, into the plan of Providence; it progresses

according to the intentions of God. This is the rational ac-

count of its superiority.

I am desirous that this fundamental and distinguishing
character of European civilization should continue present
to your minds during the course of our labours. At pre-
sent I can only make the aflinnation: the development of
facts must furnish the proof. It will, nevertheless, you will

agree, be a strong confirmation of my assertion, if we find,

even in the cradle of our civilization, the causes and the
elements ol the character which 1 have just attributed to
it: if, at the moment of its birth, at the moment of the fall

of the Roman empire, we recognise in the state of the world,
in the facts that, trom the earliest times, have concurred to
form European civilization, the principle of this agitated
but fruitful diversity which distinguishes it. I am about to
attempt this investigation. I shall examine the condition of
Europe at the fall of the Roman empire, and seek to dis-
cover, from institutions, creeds, ideas, and sentiments, what
were the elements bequeathed by the ancient to the modem
world. If, in these elements, we shall already Aid impressed
t ie character which I have just described, it will have
acquired with you, from this time forth, a high degree of
probability.

Fiut of all. we must clearly represent to ourselves the
nature ol the Roman empire, and how it was formed.

•
origin, only a municipality, a corpora-

tion. lie government of Rome was merely the aggregate of
t ie institutions which were suited to a population confined
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within the walls of a city: these were municipal institutions,—that is their distinguishing character.

This was not the case with Rome only. If we turn our
attention to Italy, at this period, we find around Rome
nothing but towns. That which was then called a people
was simply a confederation of towns. The Latin people was
a confederation of Latin towns. The. Etruscans, the Samnites,
the Sabines, the people of Gracia Magna, may all be described
in the same terms.

There was, at this time, no country—that is to say, the
country was wholly unlike that which at present exists; it

was cultivated, as was necessary, but it was uninhabited.
The proprietors of lands were the inhabitants of the towns.
They went forth to superintend their country properties, and
often took with them a certain number of slaves; but that

which we at present call the country, that thin population

—

sometimes in isolated habitations, sometimes in villages

—

which everywhere covers the soil, was a fact almost unknown
in ancient Italy.

When Rome extended itself, what did she do? Follow
history, and you will see that she conquered or founded
towns; it was against towns that she fought, with towns that

she contracted alliances; it wras also into towns that she sent

colonies. The history of the conquest of the world by Rome
is the history of the conquest and foundation of a great

number of towns. In the East, the extension of Roman
dominion does not carry altogether this aspect: the popula-

tion there was otherwise distributed than in the West—it was
much less concentrated in towns. But as we have to do here

with the European population, what occurred in the East is

of little interest to us.

Confining ourselves to the West, we everywhere discover

the fact to which I have directed your attention. In Gaul,

in Spain, you meet with nothing but towns. At a dis-

tance from the towns, the territory is covered with marshes

and forests. Examine the character of the Roman monu-
ments, of the Roman roads. You have great roads, which

reach from one city to another; the multiplicity of minor

roads, which now cross the country in all directions, was

then unknown; you have nothing resembling that countless
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number of villages, country seats, and churches, which have

been scattered over the country since the middle ages. Rome
has left us nothing but immense monuments, stamped with

the municipal character, and destined for a numerous popu-
lation collected upon one spot. Under whatever point of
view you consider the Roman world, you will find this almost
exclusive preponderance of towns, and the social non-exist-

ence of the country.

This municipal character of the Roman world evidently

rendered unity, the social bond of a great state, extremely
difficult to establish and maintain. A municipality like

Rome had been able to conquer the world, but it was much
less easy to govern and organize it. Thus, when the work
appeared completed, when all the West, and a great part of
the East, had fallen under Roman dominion, you behold this

prodigious number of cities, of little states, made for isolation

and independence, disunite, detach themselves, and escape, so
to speak, in all directions. This was one of the causes which
rendered necessary the Empire, a form of government more
concentrated, more capable of holding together elements so
slightly coherent. The Empire endeavoured to introduce
unity and combination into this scattered society. It suc-
ceeded up to a certain point. It was between the reigns
of Augustus and Diocletian that, at the same time that civil

legislation developed itself, there became established the vast
system of administrative despotism which spread over the
Roman world a network of functionaries, hierarchically dis-
tributed, well linked together, both among themselves and with
the imperial court, and solely applied to rendering effective
in society the will of power, and in transferring to power the
tributes and energies of society.

And not only did this system succeed in rallying and
in holding together the elements of the Roman world, but
the idea of despotism, of central power, penetrated minds
with a singular facility. We are astonished to behold rapidly
prevailing throughout this ill-united assemblage of petty re-
publics, this association of municipalities, a reverence for the
imperial majesty alone, august and sacred. The necessity of
establishing some bond between all these portions of the
Roman world must have been very pressing, to ensure so
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easy an access to the mind for the faith and almost the
sentiments of despotism.

It was with these creeds, with this administrative organiza-
tion, and with the military organization which was combined
with it, that the Roman empire struggled against the dissolu-
tion at work inwardly, and against the invasion of the
barbarians from without. It struggled for a long time, in a
continual state of decay, but always defending itself. At last

a moment came in which dissolution prevailed- neither the
skill of despotism nor the indifference of servitude sufficed to
support this huge body. In the fourth century it everywhere
disunited and dismembered itself; the barbarians entered on
all sides; the provinces no longer resisted, no longer troubled
themselves concerning the general destiny. At this time, a
singular idea suggested itself to some of the emperors: they
desired to try whether hopes of general liberty, a confedera-
tion— a system analogous to that which, in the present day,

we call representative government—would not better defend
the unity of the Roman empire than despotic administration.

Here is a rescript of Ilonorius and Theodosius the younger,
addressed, in the year 418, to the prefect of Gaul, the only
purpose of which was to attempt to establish in the south of

Gaul a sort of representative government, and, with its aid,

to maintain the unity of the empire.

“ Rescript of the emperors Honorius and Theodosius the

younger, addressed, in the year 418, to the prefect of

the Gauls, sitting in the town of Arles.

“ Honorius and Theodosius, Augusti, to Agricola, prefect

of the Gauls:
“ Upon the satisfactory statement that your Magnificence

has made to us, among other information palpably advan-

tageous to the state, we decree the force of law in perpetuity

to the following ordinances, to which the inhabitants of our

seven provinces will owe obedience, they being such that

they themselves might have desired and demanded them.

Seeing that persons in office, or special deputies, from motives

of public or private utility, not only from each of the pro-

vinces, but also from every town, often present themselves

before your Magnificence, either to render accounts or to
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treat of things relative to the interest of proprietors, we have
judged that it would be a seasonable and profitable thing that,

from the date of the present year, there should be annually,

at a fixed time, an assemblage held in the metropolis—that is,

in the town of Arles, for the inhabitants of the seven
provinces. By this institution we have in view to provide
equally for general and particular interests. In the first

place, by the meeting of the most notable of the inhabitants
in the illustrious presence of the prefect, if motives of public
order have not called him elsewhere, the best possible infor-
mation may be gained upon every subject under deliberation.
Nothing of that which will have been treated of and decided
upon, after a ripe consideration, will escape the knowledge of
any ot the provinces, and those who shall not have been pre-
sent at the assembly will be bound to follow the same rules of
justice and equity. Moreover, in ordaining that an annual
assembly be held in the city of Constantine, 1 we believe that
we are doing a thing not only advantageous to the public good,
but also adapted to multiply social relations. Indeed, the city
is so advantageously situated, strangers come there in such
numbers, and it enjoys such an extensive commerce, that
everything finds its way there which grows or is manufactured
in other places. All admirable things that the rich East,
perfumed Arabia, delicate Assyria, fertile Africa, beautiful
Spain, valiant Gaul produce, abound in this place'with such
profusion, that whatever is esteemed magnificent in the
various parts of the world seems there the produce of the
soil. Besides, the junction of the Rhone with the Tuscan sea
approximates and renders almost neighbours those countries
which the first traverses, and the second bathes in its wind-
ings. 1 bus, since the entire earth places at the service of
this city all that it has most worthy—since the peculiar pro-
ductions ot all countries are transported hither by land, by
sea, and by the course of rivers, by help of sails, of oars, and ofwaggons—how can our Gaul do otherwise than behold a benefit
in the command which we give to convoke a public assembly
in a city, wherein are united, as it were, by the gift of God, all
the enjoyments of life, and all the facilities of commerce?
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“ The illustrious prefect Petronius, 1 through a laudable and
reasonable motive, formerly commanded that this custom
should be observed; hut as the practice thereof was inter-

rupted by the confusion of the times, and by the reign of

usurpers, we have resolved to revive it in vigour by the

authority of our wisdom. Thus, then, dear and beloved

cousin Agricola, your illustrious Magnificence, conforming

yourself to our present ordinance, and to the custom esta-

blished by your predecessors, will cause to he observed

throughout the provinces the following rules:
“

‘ Let all persons, who are honoured with public functions,

or who are proprietors of domains, and all judges of provinces,

he informed that, each year, they are to assemble in council in

the city of Arles, between the ides of August and those of

September, the days of convocation and of sitting being de-

termined at their pleasure.
“ ‘ Novem Populinia and the second Aquitaine, being the

most distant provinces, should their judges he detained by

indispensable occupations, may send deputies in their place,

according to custom.
“ ‘ Those who shall neglect to appear at the place assigned

and at the time appointed, shall pay a fine, which, for the

judges, shall be five pounds of gold, and three pounds for the

members of the curia2 and other dignitaries.’

“ We propose, by this means, to confer great advantages

and favour on the inhabitants of our provinces. We feel,

also, assured of adding to the ornaments of the city of Aides,

to the fidelity of which we are so much indebted, according

to our brother and patrician.3

“ Given on the loth of the calends of May; received at

Arles on the 10th of the calends of June.”

The provinces and the towns refused the benefit; no

one would nominate the deputies, no one would go to Arles.

Centralization and unity were contrary to the primitive, cha-

racter of that society; the local and munificent spirit re-

appeared everywhere, and the impossibility of reconstituting

1 Petronius was prefect of the Gauls between the years 402 and 408.

i The municipal bodies of Roman towns were culled curia;, and the mem-

bers of those bodies, who were very numerous, were called curiales.

^ Constantine, the second husband of Placidius, whom Honorius had

chosen for colleague in 421.
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a general society or country became evident. The towns
confined themselves, each to its own walls and its own
affairs, and the empire fell because none wished to be of the
empire, because citizens desired to be only of their own city.

Thus we again discover, at the fall of the Roman empire, the

same fact which we have detected in the cradle of Rome,
namely, the predominance of the municipal form and spirit.

The Roman world had returned to its first condition; towns
had constituted it; it dissolved; and towns remained.

In the municipal system we see what ancient Roman
civilization has bequeathed to modern Europe; that system
was very irregular, much weakened, and tar inferior, no
doubt, to what it had been in earlier times; but, nevertheless,
the only real, the only constituted system which had outlived
all the elements of the Roman world.

AN hen I say alone, I make a mistake. Another fact,

another idea equally survived: the idea of the empire, the
name of emperor, the idea of imperial majesty, of an abso-
lute and sacred power attached to the name of emperor.
I hese are the elements which Roman has transmitted to
European civilization; upon one hand, the municipal system,
its habits, rules, precedents, the principle of freedom; on the
other, a general and uniform civil legislation, the idea of
absolute power, of sacred majesty, of the emperor, the prin-
ciple of order and subjection.

But there was formed at the same time, in the heart of
the Roman society, a society of a very different nature,
founded upon totally different principles, animated by dif-
ferent sentiments, a society which was about to infuse into
modern European society elements of a character wholly
different; I speak ol the Christian church. I say, the Chris-
tum church, and not Christianity. At the end of the fourth
and at the beginning of the fifth century, Christianity was
no ouger merely an individual belief, it was an institution;
i "as constituted; it had its government, a clergy, an
leraichy calculated for the different functions of the clergy,

revenues, means of independent action, rallying points
sui ei 01 a great society, provincial, national, and general
counci s, am the custom ot debating in common upon the
a .uis o le society. In a word, Christianity, at this epoch,
was not only a religion, it was also a church.

D
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Had it not been a church, I cannot say what might

have happened to it amid the fall of the Roman empire. I

confine myself to simply human considerations; I put aside

every element which is foreign to the natural consequences of

natural facts: had Christianity been, as in the earlier times,

no more than a belief, a sentiment, an individual conviction,

we may believe that it would have sunk amidst the dissolution

of the empire, and the invasion of the barbarians. In later

times, in Asia and in all the north of Africa, it sunk under

an invasion of the same nature, under the invasion of the

Moslem barbarians; it sunk then, although it subsisted in the

form of an institution, or constituted church. With much

more reason might the same thing have happened at the

moment of the fall of the Roman empire. There existed, at

that time, none of those means by which, in the present

day, moral influences establish themselves or offer resistance,

independently of institutions; none of those means whereby a

pure truth, a pure idea obtains a great empire over minds,

governs actions, and determines events. Nothing of the kind

existed in the fourth century to give a like authority to ideas

and to personal sentiments. It is clear that a society strongly

organized and strongly governed, was indispensable to struggle

against such a disaster, and to issue victorious from such a

storm. I do not think that I say more than the truth in

affirming that at the end of the fourth and the commencement

of the fifth centuries it was the Christian church that saved

Christianity; it was the church with its institutions, its

magistrates, and its power, that vigorously resisted the inter-

nal dissolution of the empire and barbarism; that conquered

the barbarians and became the bond, the medium, and the

principle of civilization between the Roman and barbarian

worlds. It is, then, the condition of the church rather thau

that of religion, properly so called, that we must look to, in

order to discover what Christianity has, since, then, added

to modern civilization, and what new elements it has intro-

duced therein. What was the Christian church at that

period?

When we consider, always under a purely human point of

view, the various revolutions which have accomplished them-

selves during the development of Christianity, from the time

of its origin'llp to the fifth century; if, I repeat, we consider
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it simply as a community and not as a religious creed, we
find that it passed through three essentially different states.

In the very earliest period, the Christian society presents
itself as a simple association of a common creed and common
sentiments; the lirst Christians united to enjoy together the
same emotions, and the same religious convictions. Wc find
among them no system of determinate doctrines, no rules,
no discipline, no body of magistrates.

Of course, no society, however newly bora, however
weakly constituted it may be, exists without a moral power
which animates and directs it. In the various Christian con-
gregations there were men who preached, taught, and morally
governed the congregation, but there was no formal magis-
trate, no recognised discipline; a simple association caused
by a community of creed and sentiments was the primitive
condition of the Christian society.

In proportion as it advanced—and very speedily, since
traces are visible in the earliest monuments—a body of doc-
trines, of rules, of discipline, and of magistrates, began to
appear; one kind of magistrates were called -ptafivrtpoi, or
ancients, who became the priests; another, tmaKoiroi, or in-
spectors, or superintendents, who became bishops; a third
ciukoi'oi, or deacons, who were charged with the care of the
poor, and with the distribution of alms.

It is scarcely possible to determine what were the precise
functions of these various magistrates; the line of demarcation
was probably very vague and variable, but what is clear is
that an establishment was organized. Still, a peculiar cha-
racter prevails in this second period : the preponderance
and rule belonged to the body of the faithful. It was the
body of the faithful which prevailed, both as to the choice of
tunctionaries, and as to the adoption of discipline, and even
doctrine. The church government and the Christian people
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istence, independently of the society to which it had refer-

ence, and over which it extended its influence. Such was the

third stage of the constitution of the Christian church; such

was the form in which it appeared at the beginning of the

fifth century. The government was not completely separated

from the people; there has never been a parallel kind of

government, and less in religious matters than in any others;

but in the relations of the clergy to the faithful, the clergy

ruled almost without control.

The Christian clergy had moreover another and very dif-

ferent source of influence. The bishops and the priests

became the principal municipal magistrates. You have seen,

that of the Roman empire there remained, properly speaking,

nothing but the municipal system. It had happened, from

the vexations of despotism and the ruin of the towns, that

the curiales, or members of the municipal bodies, had become

discouraged and apathetic; on the contrary, the bishops, and

the body of priests, full of life and zeal, offered themselves

naturally for the superintendence and direction of all matters.

We should be wrong to reproach them for this, to tax them

with usurpation; it was all in the natural course of things;

the clergy alone were morally strong and animated; they

became everywhere powerful. Such is the law of the uni-

verse.

The marks of this revolution are visible in all the legisla-

tion of the emperors at this period. If you open the code,

either of Theodosius or of Justinian, you will find numerous

regulations which remit municipal affairs to the clergy and

the bishops. Here are some of them:
“ Cud. Just. I. 1 . tit. IV., de episcopali audientid. § 26.—

With respect to the yearly affairs of cities, whether they

concern the ordinary revenues of the city, either from funds

arising from the property of the city, or from private gifts or

legacies, or from any other source; whether public works, or

depots of provisions, or aqueducts, or the maintenance of

baths, or ports, or the construction of walls or towers, or the

repairing of bridges or roads, or trials in which the city may

be engaged in reference to public or private interests, we ordain

as follows:—The very pious bishop, and three notables chosen

from amongst the first men of the city, shall meet together;

they shall, each year, examine the works done ; they shall take
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care that those who conduct them, or who have conducted
them, shall regulate them with precision, render their accounts,

and show that they have duly performed their engage-
ments in the administration, whether of the public monu-
ments, or of the sums appointed for provisions or baths,

or of expenses in the maintenance of roads, aqueducts, or any
other work.

“Ibid. § 30.—With regard to the guardianship of young
persons of the first or second age, and of all those for whom
the law appoints guardians, if their fortune does not exceed
500 aurei, we ordain that the nomination of the president of
the province shall not be waited for, as this gives rise to great
expenses, particularly if the said president do not reside in
the city in which it is necessary to provide the guardianship.
The nomination of guardians shall in such case be made by
the magistrate of the city in concert with the very pious
bishop and other person or persons invested with public offices,

if there be more than one.

“Ibid. I. 1, tit. L] r
., de de/'ensoribus, § 8.—We desire that

the defenders of the cities, being well instructed in the holy
mysteries of the orthodox faith, be chosen and instituted by
the venerable bishops, the priests, the notables, the proprietors,
and the curiales. As regards their installation, it shall be
referred to the glorious power of the pretorian prefect, in
order that their authority may have infused into it more soli-
dity and vigour from the letters of admission of his Magnifi-
cence.”

I might cite a great number of other law's, and you would
e'\erywhere meet with the fact which I have mentioned: be-
tween the municipal system of the Romans, and that of the
middle ages, the municipal-ecclesiastic system interposed; the
preponderance of the clergy in the affairs of the city succeeded
that of the ancient municipal magistrates, and preceded the
organization of the modern municipal corporations.
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And first of all there was an immense advantage in the
presence ol a moral influence, of a moral power, of a power
which reposed solely upon convictions and upon moral creeds
and sentiments, amidst the deluge of material power which at

this time inundated society. Had the Christian church not
existed, the whole wrorld must have been abandoned to purely
material force. The church alone exercised a moral power.
It did more: it sustained, it spread abroad the idea of a rule,

of a law superior to all human laws. It proposed, for the
salvation of humanity, the fundamental belief, that there

exists, above all human laws, a law which is denominated,
according to periods and customs, sometimes reason, some-
times the divine law, but which, everywhere and always, is

the same law under different names.
In short, with the church originated a great fact, the

separation of spiritual and temporal power. This separation

is the source of liberty of conscience; it is founded upon no
other principle but that which is the foundation of the most
perfect and extended freedom of conscience. The separation

of temporal and spiritual power is based upon the idea that

physical force has neither right nor influence over souls, over

conviction, over truth. It flows from the distinction established

between the world of thought and the world of action, between
the world of internal and that of external facts. Thus this

principle of liberty of conscience for which Europe has strug-

gled so much, and suffered so much, this principle which pre-

vailed so late, and often, in its progress, against the inclination

of the clergy, was enunciated, under the name of the separa-

tion of temporal and spiritual power, in the very cradle of

European civilization; and it wras the Christian church which,

from the necessity imposed by its situation of defending itself

against barbarism, introduced and maintained it.

The presence, then, of a moral influence, the maintenance

of a divine law, and the separation of the temporal and spi-

ritual powers, are the three grand benefits which the Christian

church in the fifth century conferred upon the European

world.

Even at that time, however, all its influences were not

equally salutary. Already, in the fifth century, there

appeared in the church certain unwholesome principles, which

have played a great part in the development of our civiliza-
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tion. Thus, at this period, there prevailed within it the sepa-

ration of governors and the governed, the attempt to establish

the independence of governors as regards the governed, to

impose laws upon the governed, to possess their mind, their

life, without the free consent of their reason and of their will.

The church, moreover, endeavoured to render the theocratic

principle predominant in society, to usurp the temporal power,

to reign exclusively. And when it could not succeed in

obtaining temporal dominion, in inducing the prevalence of

the theocratic principle, it allied itself with temporal princes,

and, in order to share, supported their absolute power, at the

expense of the liberty of the people.

Such were the principles of civilization which Europe
in the fifth century derived from the church and from the

Empire. It wa9 in this condition that the barbarians found
the Roman world, and came to take possession of it. In order
to fully understand all the elements which met and mixed in

the cradle of our civilization, it only remains for us to study
the barbarians.

When I speak of the barbarians, you understand that

we have nothing to do here with their history ; narra-
tive is not our present business. You know that at this

period, the conquerors of the Empire were nearly all of the
same race ; they were all Germans, except some Sclavonic
tribes, the Alani, for example. We know also that they were
all in pretty nearly the same stage of civilization. Some dif-

ference, indeed, might have existed between them in this

respect, according to the greater or less degree of connexion
which the different tribes had had with the Roman world. Thus
no doubt the Goths were more advanced, possessed milder
manners than the Franks. But in considering matters under
a general point of view, and in their results as regards our-
selves, this original difference of civilization among the bar-
barous people is of no importance.

It is the general condition of society among the barbarians
that we need to understand. But this is a subject with
" llc^’ at the present day, it is very difficult to make ourselves
acquainted. We obtain without much difficulty a compre-
henmon of the Roman municipal system, of the Christian
church; their influence has been continued up to our own
days. W e find traces of it in numerous institutions and actual
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facts; we have a thousand means of recognising and explain-

ing them. But the customs and social condition of the bar-

barians have completely
.

perished. AVe are compelled to

make them out either from the earliest historical monuments,
or by an effort of the imagination.

There is a sentiment, a fact, which, before all things, it is

necessary that we should well understand, in order to repre-

sent faithfully to oneself the barbaric character: the pleasure

of individual independence; the pleasure of enjoying oneself

with vigour and liberty, amidst the chances of the world and
of life; the delights of activity without labour; the taste for an

adventurous career, full of uncertainty, inequality, and peril.

Such was the predominating sentiment of the barbarous state,

the moral want which put in motion these masses of human
beings. In the present day, locked up as we are in so

regular a society, it is difficult to realize this sentiment to

oneself with all the power which it exercised over the barba-

rians of the fourth and fifth centuries. There is only one

work, which, in my opinion, contains this characteristic of

barbarism, stamped in all its energy: “ The History of the

Conquest of England by the Normans,” of M. Thierry, the

only book wherein the motives, tendencies, and impulses

which actuate men in a social condition, bordering on bar-

barism, are felt and reproduced with a really Homeric faith-

fulness. Nowhere else do we see so well the nature of a bar-

barian and of the life of a barbarian. Something of this sort

is also found, though, in my opinion, in a much lower degree,

with much less simplicity, much less truth, in Cooper’s

romances upon the savages of America. There is something

in the life of the American savages, in the relations and the

sentiments they bear with them in the middle of the woods,

that recals, up to a certain point, the manners of the ancient

Germans. No doubt these pictures are somewhat idealised,

somewhat poetic; the dark side of the barbaric manners and

life is not presented to us in all its grossness. I speak not

only of the evils induced by these manners upon the social

state, but of the internal and individual condition of the

barbarian himself. There was, within this passionate want

of personal independence, something more gross and more

material than one would be led to conceive from the work of

M. Thierry; there was a degree of brutality and of apathy
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which is not always exactly conveyed by his recitals. Never-

theless, when we look to the bottom of the question, not-

withstanding this alloy of brutality, of materialism, of dull,

stupid selfishness, the love of independence is a noble and a

moral sentiment, which draws its power from the moral nature

of man; it is the pleasure of feeling oneself a man, the senti-

ment of personality, of human spontaneity in its free develop-

ment.

It was through the German barbarians that this sen-

timent was introduced into European civilization; it was
unknown in the Roman world, unknown in the Christian

church, and unknown in almost all the ancient civilizations.

When you find liberty in ancient civilizations, it is political

liberty, the liberty of the citizen: man strove not for his per-

sonal liberty, but for his liberty as a citizen: he belonged to

an association, he was devoted to an association, he was ready
to sacrifice himself to an association. It was the same with
the Christian church: a sentiment of strong attachment to

the Christian corporation, of devotion to its laws, and a lively

desire to extend its empire; or rather, the religious senti-

ment induced a reaction of man upon himself, upon his soul,

an internal effort to subdue his own liberty, and to submit
himself to the will of his faith. But the sentiment of personal
independence, a love of liberty displaying itself at all risks,

without any other motive but that of satisfying itself; this

sentiment, I repeat, was unknown to the Roman and to the
Christian society. It was by the barbarians that it was
brought in and deposited in the cradle of modern civiliza-
tion, wherein it has played so conspicuous a part, has pro-
duced such worthy results, that it is impossible to help reckon-
ing it as one of its fundamental elements.

There is a second fact, a second element of civiliza-
tion,-. for which we are equally indebted to the barbarians:
this is military clientship; the bond which established itself
between individuals, between warriors, and which, without
destroying the liberty of each, without even in the beginning
destroying, beyond a certain point, the equality which almost
completely existed between them, nevertheless founded an
hierarchical subordination, and gave birth to that aristocrati-
cal organisation, which afterwards became feudalism. The
foundation of this relation was the attachment of man to man,
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the fidelity of individual to individual, without external neces-
sity, and without obligation based upon the general principles

of society. In the ancient republics you see no man attached
freely and especially to any other man; they were all attached
to the city. Among the barbarians it was between indivi-

duals that the social bond was formed; first by the relation of

the chief to his companion, when they lived in the condition
of a band wandering over Europe; and, later, by the relation

of suzerain to vassal. Tliis second principle, which has
played so great a part in the history of modern civilization,

this devotion of man to man, came to us from the barbarians;

it is from their manners that it has passed into ours.

I ask you,, was I wrong in saying at the beginning,

that modern civilization, even in its cradle, had been as

varied, as agitated, and as confused as I have endeavoured to

describe it to you in the general picture I have given
you of it? Is it not true that we have now discovered, at the

fall of the Roman empire, almost all the elements which
unite in the progressive development of our civilization?

We have found, at that time, three wholly different societies:

the municipal society, the last remains of the Roman empire;

the Christian society; and the Barbaric society. We find

these societies very variously organized, founded upon totally

different principles, inspiring men with wholly different sen-

timents; we find the craving after the most absolute indepen-

dence side by side with the most complete submission ; military

patronage side by side noth ecclesiastical dominion; the

spiritual and temporal powers everywhere present; the canons

of the church, the learned legislation of the Romans, the

almost unwritten customs of the barbarians; everywhere the

mixture, or rather the coexistence of the most diverse races,

languages, social situations, manners, ideas, and impressions.

Herein I think we have a sufficient proof of the faithfulness

of the general character under which I have endeavoured to

present our civilization to you.

No doubt, this confusion, this diversity, this struggle,

have cost us very dear; these have been the cause of the slow

progress of Europe, of the storms and sufferings to which

she has been a prey. Nevertheless, I do not think we need

regret them. To people, as well as to individuals, the chance

of the most complete and varied development, the chance
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of an almost unlimited progress in all directions, compen-

sates of itself alone for all that it may cost to obtain the

right of casting for it. And, all things considered, this state,

so agitated, so toilsome, so violent, has availed much more
than the simplicity with which other civilizations present

themselves; the human race has gained thereby more than it

has suffered.

We are now acquainted with the general features of the

condition in which the fall of the Roman empire left the

world; we are acquainted with the different elements which
were agitated and became mingled, in order to give birth to

European civilization. Henceforth we shall see them advancing

and acting under our eyes. In the next lecture I shall endea-

vour to show what they became, and what they effected in the

epoch which we are accustomed to call the times of barbarism;

that is to say, while the chaos of invasion yet existed.
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THIRD LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—All the various systems preteud to be legitimate

What is political legitimacy?—Co-existence of all systems of govern-

ment in the fifth century—Instability in the condition of persons,

properties, and institutions— There were two causes of this, one

material, the continuation of the invasion
;
the other moral, the selfish

sentiment of individuality peculiar to the barbarians— The germs
of civilization have been the necessity for order, the recollections

of the Homan empire, the Cliristinn church, and the barbarians—At-

tempts at organization by the barbarians, by the towns, by the church

of Spnin, by Charlemagne, and Alfred—The German and Arabian inva-

sions cease—The feudal system begins.

I have placed before you the fundamental elements of Euro-
pean civilization, tracing them to its very cradle, at the

moment of the fall of the Roman empire. I have endeavoured
to give you a glimpse beforehand of their diversity, and their

constant struggle, and to show you that no one of them suc-

ceeded in reigning over our society, or at least in reigning

over it so completely as to enslave or expel the others. We
have seen that this was the distinguishing character of Euro-
pean civilization. We now come to its history at its com-
mencement, in the ages which it is customary to call the

barbarous.

At the first glance we cast upon this epoch, it is impossible

not to be struck with a fact which seems to contradict what
we have lately said. When you examine certain notions

which are accredited concerning the antiquities of modern
Europe, you will perceive that the various elements of our

civilization, the monarchical, theocratical, aristocratical, and

democratical principles, all pretend that European society

originally belonged to them, and that they have only lost the
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sole dominion by the usurpations of contrary principles. Ques-
tion all that has been written, all that has been said upon this

subject, and you will see that all the systems whereby our
beginnings are sought to be represented or explained, main-
tain the exclusive predominance of one or other of the ele-

ments of European civilization.

Thus there is a school of feudal publicists, of whom the

most celebrated is M. de Boulainvilliers, who pretend that,

after the fall of the Roman empire, it was the conquering
nation, subsequently become the nobility, which possessed all

powers and rights; that society was its domain; that kings
and peoples have despoiled it of this domain; that aristocratic

organization was the primitive and true form of Europe.
Beside this school, you will find that of the monarchists, the

abbe Dubos, for instance, who maintain, on the contrary, that

it was to royalty European society belonged. The German
kings, say they, inherited all the rights of the Roman em-
perors; they had even been called in by the ancient nations,

the Gauls among others; they alone ruled legitimately; all

the acquisitions of the aristocracy were only encroachments
upon monarchy.
A third party presents itself, that of the liberal publicists,

republicans, democrats, or whatever you like to call them.
Consult the abbe de Mably; according to him, it is to the
system of free institutions, to the association of free men, to
the people properly so called, that the government of society
devolved from the period of the fifth century: nobles and
kings enriched themselves with the spoils of primitive free-
dom; it sank beneath their attacks, indeed, but it reigned
before them.

And above all these monarchical, aristocratical, and popular
pretensions, rises the theocratical pretension of the church,
who affirms, that in virtue of her very mission, of her divine
title, society belonged to her; that she alone had the right to
go\em it; that she alone was the legitimate queen of the
European world, won over by her labours to civilization and
to truth.

See then the position in which we are placed! We fancied
we had shown that no one of the elements of European
civi ization had exclusively ruled in the course of its history;
that those elements had existed in a constant state of vicinity,
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of amalgamation, of combat, and of compromise; and yet, at

our very first step, we meet with the directly contrary

opinion, that, even in its cradle, in the bosom of barbaric

Europe, it was such or such a one of their elements which
alone possessed society. And it is not only in a single coun-

try, but in all the countries of Europe, that, beneath slightly

different forms, at different periods, the various principles of

our civilization have manifested these irreconcilable preten-

sions. The historical schools we have just characterized, are

to be met with everywhere.

This is an important fact,—important not in itself, but

because it reveals other facts which hold a conspicuous

place in our history. From this simultaneous setting forth

of the most opposite pretensions to the exclusive posses-

sion of power in the first age of modern Europe, two

remarkable facts become apparent. The first the principle,

the idea of political legitimacy; an idea which has played a

great part in the course of European civilization. The second

the veritable and peculiar character of the condition of bar-

baric Europe, of that epoch with which we are at present

especially concerned.

I shall endeavour to demonstrate these two facts, to de-

duce them successively from this combat of primitive pre-

tensions which I have just described.

What do the various elements of European civilization,

the theocratical, monarchical, aristocratical, and popular

elements pretend to, when they wish to appear the first

who possessed society in Europe? Do they not thus pre-

tend to have been alone legitimate? Political legitimacy is

evidently a right founded upon antiquity, upon duration;

priority in time is appealed to as the source of the right, as

the proof of the legitimacy of power. And observe, I pray

you, that this pretension is not peculiar to any one system, to

any one element of our civilization; it extends to all. In

modem times we are accustomed to consider the idea of

legitimacy as existing in only one system, the monarchical.

In this we are mistaken; it is discoverable in all. You have

already seen that all the elements of our civilization have

equally desired to appropriate it. If we enter into the sub-

sequent history of Europe, we shall find the most different

social forms and governments equally in possession of their
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character of legitimacy. The Italian and Swiss aristocracies

and democracies, the republic of San Marino, as well as the

greatest monarchies of Europe, have called themselves, and

have been regarded as legitimate; the former, like the latter,

have founded their pretension to legitimacy upon the anti-

quity of their institutions, and upon the historical priority and
perpetuity of their system of government.

If you leave Europe and direct your attention to other

times and other countries, you everywhere meet with this

idea of political legitimacy; you find it attaching itself

everywhere to some portion of the government, to some insti-

tution, form, or maxim. There has been no countiy, and no
time, in which there has not existed a certain portion of the

social system, public powers; which has not attributed to itself,

and in which has not been recognised this character of legi-

timacy, derived from antiquity and long duration.

What is this principle? what are its elements? how has it

introduced itself into European civilization?

At the origin of all powers, I say of all without any dis-

tinction, we meet with physical force. I do not mean to

state that force alone has founded them all, or that if, in their

origin, they had not had other titles than that of force, they
would have been established. Other titles are manifestly
necessary; powers have become established in consequence of
certain social expediences, of certain references to the state

of society, manners, and opinions. But it is impossible to
avoid perceiving that physical force has stained the origin of
all the powers of the world, whatever may have been their
character and form.

Yet none will have anything to say to tins origin; all

powers, whatever they may be, reject it; none will admit
themselves the offspring of force. An unconquerable in-
stinct warns governments that force does not found right,
and that if force was their origin, their right could never be
established. This, then, is the reason why, when we go back
to early times, and there find the various systems and powers
a prey to violence, all exclaim, “ I was anterior to all this, I
existed previously, in virtue of other titles; society belonged
to me before this state of violence and struggle in which you
meet with me; I was legitimate, but others contested and
seized my rights.”
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This fact alone proves that the idea of force is not the
foundation of political legitimacy, but that it reposes upon a

totally different basis. What, indeed, is done by all these

systems in thus formally disavowing force? They them-
selves proclaim that there is another kind of legitimacy,

the true foundation of all others, the legitimacy of reason,

justice, and right; and this is the origin with which they
desire to connect themselves. It is because they wish it not

to be supposed that they are the offspring of force, that they

pretend to be invested in the name of their antiquity, with a
different title. The first characteristic, then, of political

legitimacy, is to reject physical force as a source of power,

and to connect it with a moral idea, with a moral force, with

the idea of right, of justice, and of reason. This is the fun-

damental element from which the principle of political legiti-

macy has issued. It has issued thence by the help of anti-

quity and long duration. And in this manner:
After physical force has presided at the birth of all govern-

ments, of all societies, time progresses; it alters the works of

force, it corrects them, corrects them by the very fact that a

society endures, and is composed of men. Man carries within

himself certain notions of order, justice, and reason, a certain

desire to induce their prevalence, to introduce them into the

circumstances among which he lives; he labours unceasingly

at this task; and if the social condition in which he is placed

continues, he labours always with a certain effect. Man places

reason, morality, and legitimacy in the world in which lie lives.

Independently of the work of man, by a law of Provi-

dence which it is impossible to mistake, a law analogous

to that which regulates the material world, there is a certain

measure of order, reason, and justice, which is absolutely

necessary to the duration of a society. From the single

fact of its duration, we may conclude that a society is not

wholly absurd, insensate, and iniquitous; that it is not utterly

deprived of that element of reason, truth, and justice, which

alone gives life to societies. If, moreover, the society de-

velops itself, if it becomes more vigorous and more power-

ful, if the social condition from day to day, is accepted by a

greater number of men, it is because it gathers by the action

of time more reason, justice, and right; because circumstances

regulate themselves, step by step, according to true legitimacy.
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Thus the idea of political legitimacy penetrates the world,

and men’s minds, from the world. It has for its foundation

and first origin, in a certain measure at least, moral legiti-

macy, justice, reason, and truth, and afterwards the sanction

of time, which gives cause for believing that reason has won
entrance into facts, and that true legitimacy has been intro-

duced into the external world. At the epoch which we are
about to study, we shall find force and falsehood hovering over
the cradle of royalty, of aristocracy, of democracy, and of the
church herself

;
you will everywhere behold force and false-

hood reforming themselves, little by little, under the hand of
time, right and truth taking their places in civilization. It

is this introduction of right and trutli into the social state,

which has developed, step by step, the idea of political legi-

timacy; it is thus that it has been established in modern civi-

lization.

When, therefore, attempts have at different times been made
to raise this idea as the banner of absolute power, it has been
perverted from its true origin. So far is it from being the
banner of absolute power, that it is only in the name of right
and justice that it has penetrated and taken root in the world.
It is not exclusive; it belongs to no one in particular, but
springs up wherever right develops itself. Political legiti-

macy attaches itself to liberty as well as to power; to individual
rights, as well as to the forms according to which public func-
tions are exercised. TYe shall meet with it, in our way, in the
most, contrary systems; in the feudal system, in the muni-
cipalities of Flanders and Germany,‘in the Italian republics,
no less than in monarchy. It is a character spread over the
various elements of modern civilization, and which it is neces-
sary to understand thoroughly on entering upon its history.

The second fact which clearly reveals itself in the simul-
taneous pretensions of which I spoke in the beginning, is the
true character of the so called barbarian epoch. All the ele-
ments of European civilization pretend at this time to have
possessed Europe; it follows that neither of them predo-
minated. When a social form predominates in the world, it
1S not so difficult to recognise it. On coming to the tenth
century we shall recognise, without hesitation, the predo-
minance of the feudal system; in the seventeenth century we
snail not hesitate to affirm that the monarchical system pre-
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vails; if we look to the municipalities of Flanders, to the
Italian republics, we shall immediately declare the empire of
the democratic principle. When there is really any predo-
minating principle in society, it is impossible to mistake it.

I he dispute which has arisen between the various systems
that have had a share in European civilization, upon the
question, which predominated at its origin, proves, then,
that they all co-existed, without any one of them prevailing
generally enough, or certainly enough to give to society its

form and its name.
Such, then, is the character of the barbarian epoch; it was

the chaos of all elements, the infancy of all systems, an uni-

versal turmoil, in which even strife was not permanent or

systematic. By examining all the aspects of the social state

at this period, I might show you that it is impossible any-
where to discover a single fact, or a single principle, which
was anything like general or established. I shall confine

myself to two essential points : the condition of individuals,

and the condition of institutions. That will be enough to

paint the entire society.

At this period we meet with four classes of persons

—

1. The free men; that is to say, those who depended upon no
superior, upon no patron, and who possessed their property

and regulated their life in complete liberty, without any bond
of obligation to any other man. 2. The leudes, Jideles,

anstrustions, &c., bound at first by the relation of companion

to chief, and afterwards by that of vassal to suzerain, to an-

other man, towards whom, on account of a grant of lands, or

other gifts, they had contracted the obligation of service.

3. The freedman. 4. The slaves.

But were these various classes fixed ? Did men, when
once they were inclosed in their limits, remain there ? Had
the relations of the various classes anything of regularity and

permanence ? By no means. You constantly behold free-

men who leave their position to place themselves in the ser-

vice of some one, receiving from him some gift or other, and

passing into the class of leudes

;

others you see who fall into

the class of slaves. Elsewhere leudes are seen struggling to

separate themselves from their patrons, to again become inde-

pendent, to re-enter the class of freemen. Everywhere you

behold a movement, a continual passage of one class into
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another; an uncertainty, a general instability in the relations

of the classes; no man remaining in his position, no position

remaining the same.

Landed properties were in the same condition. You know
that these were distinguished as allodial, or wholly free, and
beneficiary, or subject to certain obligations with regard to a
superior: you know how an attempt has been made to esta-
blish, in this last class of properties, a precise and defined
system; it has been said that the benefices were at first

given for a certain determinate number of years, afterwards
for life, and that finally they became hereditary. A vain
attempt! All these kinds of tenure existed without order
and simultaneously; we meet, at the same moment, with
benefices for n fixed time, for life, and hereditary; the same
lands, indeed, passed in a few years through these different
states. There was nothing more stable in the condition of
lands than in that of individuals. On all sides was felt the
laborious transition oi the wandering to the sedentary life,

of personal relations to the combined relations of men and
properties, or to real relations. During this transition all is

confused, local, and disordered.

In the institutions we find the same instability, the same
chaos. Three systems of institutions co-existed : royalty;
aristocratic institutions, or the dependence of men and lands
one upon another; and free institutions, that is to say, the
assemblies of free men deliberating in common. Neither [of
these systems was in possession of society; neither of them
prevailed over the others. Free institutions existed, but the
men who should have tnken part in the assemblies rarely
attended them. The signorial jurisdiction was not more
regularly exercised. Royalty, which is the simplest of insti-
tutions, and the easiest to determine, had no fixed character;
it was partly elective, partly hereditary. Sometimes the
son succeeded, the father; sometimes a selection was made
irom the family; sometimes it was a simple election of a
lotant relation, or of a stranger. In no system will you find

al
y.

n
,

n -~ xe^; all institutions, as well as all social situations,
exis e. ogether, became confounded, and were continually
changing. J

In states the same fluctuation prevailed : they were erectedmu suppressed, united and divided; there were no boundaries,
E 2
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no governments, no distinct people; but a general confusion
of situations, principles, facts, races, and languages: such was
barbarous Europe.

Within what limits is this strange period bounded ? Its

origin is well marked; it begins with the fall of the Roman
empire. But when did it conclude? In order to answer this

question, we must learn to what this condition of society is

to be attributed, what were the causes of this barbarism.
I think I can perceive two principal causes: the one ma-

terial, arising from without, in the course of events; the
other moral, originating from within, from man himself.

The material cause was the continuation of the invasion.

We must not fancy that the invasion of the barbarians ceased

in the fifth century; we must not think that, because Rome
was fallen, we shall immediately find the barbaric kingdoms
founded upon its ruins, or that the movement was at an end.

This movement lasted long after the fall of the empire; the

proofs of this are manifest.

See the Frank kings, even of the first race, called conti-

nually to make war beyond the Rhine; Clotaire, Dagobert

constantly engaged in expeditions into Germany, fighting

against the Thuringians, Danes, and Saxons, who occupied

the right bank of the Rhine. Wherefore? Because these

nations wished to cross the river, to come and take their share

of the spoils of the empire. Whence, about the same time,

those great invasions of Italy by the Franks established in

Gaul, and principally by the Eastern or Austrasian Franks?
They attacked Switzerland; passed the Alps; entered Italy.

Why? Because they were pressed, on the north-east, by
new populations; their expeditions were not merely forays

for pillage, they were matters of necessity; they were dis-

turbed in their settlements, and went elsewhere to seek their

fortune. A new Germanic nation appeared upon the stage,

and founded in Italy the kingdom of the Lombards. In Gaul,

the Frank dynasty changed; the Carlovingians succeeded the

Merovingians. It is now acknowledged that this change of

dynasty was, to say the truth, a fresh invasion of Gaul by

the Franks, a movement of nations, which substituted the

eastern for the western Franks. The change was completed;

the second race now governed. Charlemagne commenced

against the Saxons what the Merovingians had done against the
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Thuringians; he was incessantly engaged in war against the
nations beyond the Rhine. Who urged these on? The Obo-
trites, the Wiltzes, the Sorabes, the Bohemians, the entire
Sclavonic race which pressed upon the Germanic, and from
the sixth to the ninth century compelled it to advance towards
the west. Everywhere to the north-east the movement of
invasion continued and determined events.

In the south, a movement of the same nature exhibited
itself: the Moslem Arabs appeared. While the Germanic
and Sclavonic people pressed on along the Rhine and Danube,
the Arabs began their expeditions and conquests upon all the
coasts of the Mediterranean.
The invasion of the Arabs had a peculiar character. The

spirit of conquest and the spirit of proselytism were united.
The invasion was to conquer a territory and disseminate a
faith. There was a great difference between this movement
and that of the Germans. In the Christian world, the spiritual
and temporal powers were distinct. The desire of propa-
gating a creed and making a conquest, did not co-exist in the
same men. The Germans, when they became converted, pre-
served their manners, sentiments, and tastes; terrestrial pas-
sions and interests continued to rule them ; they became
Christians, but not missionaries. The Arabs, on the con-
trary, w ere both conquerors and missionaries; the power of
the sword and that of the word, with them, were in the same
hands. At a later period, this character determined the un-
fortunate. turn taken by Mussulman civilization; it is in the
combination of the spiritual and temporal powers, in the
confusion of moral and material authority, that the tyranny
ithich seems inherent in this civilization originated. This I
conceive to be the cause of the stationary condition into
which that civilization is everywhere fallen. But the fact
did not make its appearance at first

; on the contrary, itan ed prodigious force to the Arab invasion. Undertaken"11 moral passions and ideas, it immediately obtained a
sp on our and a greatness which was wanting to the German
ime-ion, it exhibited far more energy and enthusiasm, and
far differently influenced the minds of men.

’

J

lc 1 " a° the state of Europe, from the fifth to the
ninth century

: pressed on the south by the Mahometans,
ie north by the Germans and the Sclavonic tribes, it
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was scarcely possible that the reaction of this double invasion
should do other than hold the interior of Europe in continual
disorder. The populations were constantly being displaced,
and forced one upon the other; nothing of a fixed character
could be established; the wandering life recommenced on all

sides. There was, no doubt, some difference in this respect
in the different states : the chaos was greater in Germany
than in the rest of Europe, Germany being the focus of the
movement; France was more agitated than Italy. But in no
place could society settle or regulate itself ; barbarism conti-

nued on all sides, from the same cause that had originated it.

So much for the material cause, that which arose from the

course of events. I now come to the moral cause, which
sprang from the internal condition of man, and which was no
less powerful.

After all, whatever external events may be, it is man him-
self who makes the world; it is in proportion to the ideas,

sentiments, and dispositions, moral and intellectual, of man,
that the world becomes regulated and progressive; it is upon
the internal condition of man that the visible condition of

society depends.

What is required to enable men to found a society with

anything of durability and regularity? It is evidently neces-

sary that they should have a certain number of ideas suffi-

ciently extended to suit that society, to apply to its wants, to

its relations. It is necessary, moreover, that these ideas should

be common to the greater number of the members of the

society; finally, that they should exercise a certain empire

over their wills and actions.

It is clear, that if men have no ideas extending beyond

their own existence, if their intellectual horizon is confined

to themselves, if they are abandoned to the tempest of their

passions and their wills, if they have not among them a cer-

tain number of notions and sentiments in common, around

which to rally, it is clear, I say, that between them no

society is possible, and that each individual must be a prin-

ciple of disturbance and dissolution to any association which

he may enter.

Wherever individuality predominates almost exclusively,

wherever man considers no one but himself, and his ideas

do not extend beyond himself, and he obeys nothing but
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his own passions, society (I mean a society somewhat ex-
tended and permanent) becomes for him almost impos-
sible. Such, however, was the moral condition of the con-
querors of Europe, at the time upon which we are now
occupied. I remarked in my last lecture that we are indebted
to the Germans for an energetic sentiment of individual
liberty, of human individuality. But in a state of extreme
barbarism and ignorance, this sentiment becomes sellishness

in all its brutality, in all its insociability. From the fifth

to the eighth century it was at this point among the Germans.
They cared only for their own interests, their own passions,
their own will: how could they be reconciled to a condition
even approximating to the social? Attempts were made to
prevail upon them to enter it ; they attempted to do so them-
selves. But they immediately abandoned it by some act of
carelessness, some burst of passion, some want of intelligence.
Constantly did society attempt to form itself

; constantly was
it destroyed by the act of man, by the absence of the moral
conditions under which alone it can exist.

Such were the two determining causes of the barbarous
state. So long as these were prolonged, barbarism endured.
Let us see how and when they at last terminated.

Europe laboured to escape from this oondition. It is in
the nature of man, even when he has been plunged into such
a condition by his own lault, not to desire to remain in it.

However rude, however ignorant, however devoted to his
own interests and to his own passions he may be, there is
within him a voice and an instinct, which tells him that he
was made for better things, that he has other powers, another
destiny. In the midst of disorder, the love of order and of
progress pursues and harasses him. The need of justice,
foresight, development, agitates him even under the yoke of
the most brutal selfishness. He feels himself impelled to
retorm the material world, and society, and himself; and he
a

.

ou
.y
s t0 (1° this, though unaware of the nature of the want
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v “capable of it, nay more, detesting it from the

instant that they became acquainted with its law.
ere remained, moreover, considerable wrecks of the

.

oman civi ization. The name of the Empire, the recollec-
0n 0 ut Sieat and glorious society, disturbed the memories
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of men, particularly of the senators of towns, of bishops, priests,

and all those who had had their origin in the Roman world.
Among the barbarians themselves, or their barbaric ances-

tors, many had been witnesses of the grandeur of the Empire;
they had served in its armies, they had conquered it. The
image and name of Roman civilization had an imposing influ-

ence upon them, and they experienced the desire of imitating,

of reproducing, of preserving something of it. This was
another cause which urged them to quit the condition of bar-
barism I have described.

There was a third cause which suggests itself to every mind

;

I mean the Christian church. The church was a society

regularly constituted, having its principles, its rules, and its

discipline, and experiencing an ardent desire to extend its

influence and conquer its conquerors. Among the Christians

of this period, among the Christian clergy, there were men
who had thought upon all moral and political questions, who
had decided opinions and energetic sentiments upon all sub-

jects, and a vivid desire to propagate and give them empire.

Never has any other society made such efforts to influence

the surrounding world, and to stamp thereon its own likeness,

as were made by the Christian church between the fifth and
the tenth centuries. When we come to study its particular

history, we shall see all that it has done. It attacked bar-

barism, as it were, at every point, in order to civilize by
ruling over it.

Finally, there was a fourth cause of civilization, a cause

which it is impossible fitly to appreciate, but which is not

therefore the less real, and this is the appearance of great

men. No one can say why a great man appears at a certain

epoch, and what he adds to the development of the world

;

that is a secret of Providence: but the fact is not therefore

less certain. There are men whom the spectacle of anarchy

and social stagnation strikes and revolts, who are intellec-

tually shocked therewith as with a fact which ought not to

exist, and are possessed with an unconquerable desire of

changing it, a desire of giving some rule, somewhat of the

general, regular, and permanent to the world before them. A
terrible and often tyrannical power, which commits a thou-

sand crimes, a thousand errors, for human weakness attends

it; a power, nevertheless, glorious and salutary, for it gives
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to humanity, and with the hand of man, a vigorous impulse

forward, a mighty movement.

These different causes and forces led, between the fifth and

ninth century, to various attempts at extricating European
society from barbarism.

The first attempt, which, although but slightly effective,

must not be overlooked, since it emanated from the barba-

rians themselves, was the drawing up of the barbaric laws:

between the sixth and eighth centuries the laws of almost all

the barbarous people were written. Before this they had not

been written; the barbarians had been governed simply by
customs, until they established themselves upon the ruins

of the Roman empire. We may reckon the laws of the
Burgundians, of the Salian and Ripuarian Franks, of the
Visigoths, of the Lombards, the Saxons, the Frisons, the
Bavarians, the Alemanni, &c. Here was manifestly a be-
ginning of civilization; an endeavour to bring society under
general and regular principles. The success of this attempt
could not be great: it was writing the laws of a society which
no longer existed, the laws of the social state of the barba-
rians before their establishment upon the Roman territory,

before they had exchanged the wandering for the sedentary
life, the condition of nomade warriors for that of proprietors.
V' e find, indeed, here and there, some articles concerning the
lands which the barbarians had conquered, and concerning
their relations with the aucient inhabitants of the country;
but the foundation of the greater part of their laws is the
ancient mode of life, the ancient German condition; they
were inapplicable to the new society, and occupied only a
trifling place in its development.

At the same time, another kind of attempt was made in
Italy and the South of Gaul. Roman society had not so com-
pletely perished there as elsewhere; a little more order and
ue remained in the cities. There civilization attempted
to lift again its head. If, for example, we look to the king-
om o the Ostrogoths in Italy under Theodoric, we see even

under the dominion of a barbarous king and nation the mu-
mupa system, taking breath, so to speak, and influencing

,

general course of events. Roman society had acted upon
•
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bad to a certain degree impressed them with

its likeness. The same fact is visible in the south of Gaul.
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It was at the commencement of the sixth century that a Visi-
goth king of Toulouse, Alaric, caused the Roman laws to be
collected, and published a code for his Roman subjects under
the name of the Breviarium Aniani.

In Spain it was another power—namely that of the church,
which tried to revive civilization. In place of the ancient
German assemblies, the assemblies of warriors, it was the
council of Toledo which prevailed in Spain; and although
distinguished laymen attended this council, the bishops had
dominion there. Look at the law of the Visigoths; you will

see that it is not a barbarous law ; it was evidently com-
piled by the philosophers of the time, the clergy. It abounds
in general ideas, in theories, theories wholly foreign to

barbarous manners. Thus: you know that the legislation of
the barbarians was a personal legislation—that is to say,

that the same law applied only to men of the same race.

The Roman law governed the Romans, the Frank law
governed the Franks ; each people had its law, although
they were united under the same government and inhabited

the same territory. This is what is called the system of

personal legislation, in opposition to that of real legislation

fixed upon the territory. Well, the legislation of the Visi-

goths was not personal, but fixed upon the territory. All

the inhabitants of Spain, Visigoths and Romans, were subject

to the same law. Continue your investigation, and you will

find yet more evident traces of philosophy. Among the

barbarians, men had, according to their relative situations,

a determinate value; the barbarian, the Roman, the freeman,

the vassal, &c., were not held at the same price, there was a

tariff of their lives. The principle of the equal value of men
in the eye of the law was established in the law of the Visi-

goths. Look to the system of procedure, and you find, in

place of the oath of compurgatores, or the judicial combat,

the proof by witnesses, and a rational investigation of the

matter in question, such as might be prosecuted in a civi-

lized society. In short, the whole Visigoth law bears a wise,

systematic, and social character. We may perceive herein

the work of the same clergy who prevailed in the councils of

Toledo, and so powerfully influenced the government of the

country.

In Spain, then, up to the great invasion of the Arabs, it
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was the theocratic principle which attempted the revival of

civilization.

In France the same endeavour was the work of a different

power; it came from the great men, above all from Charle-
magne. Examine his reign under its various aspects; you
will see that his predominating idea was the design of
civilizing his people. First, let us consider his wars. lie

was constantly in the field, from the south to the north-east,

from the Ebro to the Elbe or the Weser. Can you believe that

these were mere wilful expeditions, arising simply from the
desire of conquest? By no means. I do not mean to say
that all that he did is to be fully explained, or that there
existed much diplomacy or strategetic skill in his plans; but
he obeyed a great necessity—a strong desire of suppressing
barbarism. He was engaged during the whole of his reign
in arresting the double invasion—the Mussulman invasion on
the south, and the German and Sclavonic invasion on the
north. This is the military character of the reign of Charle-
magne; his expedition against the Saxons had no other origin
and no other purpose.

It you turn from his wars to liis internal government, you
will there meet with a fact of the same nature—the attempt
to introduce order and unity into the administration of all the
countries which he possessed. I do not wish to employ the
word kingdom nor the word state; for these expressions
convey too regular a notion, and suggest ideas which are little

in harmony with the society over which Charlemagne pre-
sided. But this is certain, that being master of an immense
territory, he telt indignant at seeing all things incoherent,
anarchical, and rude, and desired to alter their hideous con-
dition. First of all he wrought by means of his missi domi-
nion whom lie dispatched into the various parts of his terri-
toiy, in order that they might observe circumstances and
reform them, or give an account of them to him. He after-
wards worked by means of general assemblies, which he held
«it 1 much more regularity than his predecessors had done.

t t lese assemblies he caused all the most considerable per-
S°nS

?r
t territory to be present. They were not free

assemblies, nor did they at all resemble the kind of delibera-
10ns with which we are acquainted; they were merely a
means taken by C harlemagne of being well informed of facts.
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and of introducing some order and unity among his disorderly
populations.

Under whatever point of view you consider the reign of
Charlemagne, you will always find in it the same character,
namely,

.

warfare against the barbarous state, the spirit of
civilization; this is what appears in his eagerness to establish
schools, in his taste for learned men, in the favour with
which he regarded ecclesiastical influence, and in all that
he thought proper to do, whether as regarded the entire
society or individual man.
An attempt of the same kind was made somewhat later in

England by king Alfred.

Thus the different causes to which I have directed atten-
tion, as tending to put an end to barbarism, were in action
in some part or other of Europe from the fifth to the ninth
century.

None succeeded. Charlemagne was unable to found his great
empire, and the system of government which he desired to

establish therein. In Spain, the church succeeded no better in

establishing the theocratic principle. In Italy and in the south
of Gaul, although Roman civilization often attempted to rise

again, it was not till afterwards, towards the end of the tenth
century, that it really re-acquired any vigour. Up to that

time all efforts to terminate barbarism proved abortive; they
supposed that men w'ere more advanced than they truly were;
they all desired, under various forms, a society more extended
or more regular than was compatible with the distribution of

power and the condition of men’s minds. Nevertheless, they
had not been wholly useless. At the beginning of the tenth

century, neither the great empire of Charlemagne nor the

glorious councils of Toledo were any longer spoken of; but
barbarism had not the less arrived at its extreme term

—

two great results had been obtained.

I. The movement of the invasions on the north and south

had been arrested: after the dismemberment of the empire of

Charlemagne, the states established on the right bank of the

Rhine opposed a powerful barrier to the tribes who continued

to urge their way westward. The Normans prove this in-

contestably; up to this period, if we except the tribes which

cast themselves upon England, the movement of maritime

invasions had not been very considerable. It was during the
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ninth century that it became constant and general. And this

was because invasions by land were become very difficult,

society having, on this side, acquired more fixed and certain

frontiers. That portion of the wandering population which
could not be driven back, was constrained to turn aside and
carry on its roving life upon the sea. Whatever evils were
done in the west by Norman expeditions, they were far less

fatal than invasions by land; they disturbed dawning society
far less generally.

In the south, the same fact declared itself. The Arabs were
quartered in Spain; warfare continued between them and the
Christians, but it no longer entailed the displacement of the
population. Saracenic bands still, from time to time, infested
the coasts of the Mediterranean; but the grand progress of
Islamism had evidently ceased.

II. At this period we see the wandering life ceasing, in its

turn, throughout the interior of Europe; populations esta-
blished themselves; property became fixed; and the relations
of men no longer varied from day to day, at the will of
violence or chance. The internal and moral condition of man
himself began to change; his ideas and sentiments, like his
life, acquired fixedness; he attached himself to the places
which he inhabited, to the relations which he had con-
tacted there, to those domains which he beiran to promise
himselt that he would bequeath to his children, to that
dwelling which one day he will call his castle, to that miser-
able collection ot colonists and slaves which will one day
become a village. Everywhere little societies, little states,
cut, so to speak, to the measure of the ideas and the wisdom
of man, formed themselves. Between these societies was
gradually introduced the bond, of which the customs of bar-
arism contained the germ, the bond of a confederation which

aicl not annihilate individual independence. On the one

,

nd
, every considerable person established himself in his

( omains, alone with his family and servitors; on the other
and, a certain hierarchy of services and rights became esta-

blished between these warlike proprietors scattered over the
‘

' ,
y
11 was this? The feudal system rising definitively

. !?. °;sorQ o( barbarism. Of the various elements ofom cmzation, it was natural that the Germanic element
should first prevail; it had strength on its side, it had con-
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quered Europe; from it Europe was to receive its earliest
social form and organization.. This is what happened. Feu-
dalism, its character, and the part played by it in the history
of European civilization, will be the subject-matter of my
next lecture; and, in the bosom of that victorious feudal
system, we shall meet, at every step, with the other elements of
our civilization—royalty, the church, municipal corporations;
and we shall foresee without difficulty that they are not
destined to sink beneath this feudal form, to which they
become assimilated, while struggling against it, and while
waiting the hour when victory shall visit them in their turn.
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FOURTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Necessary alliance between facts ami doctrines

—

Preponderance of llie country over tbe towns—Organization of a small

. feudal society—Influence of feudalism upon tbe character of the possessor

of tbe fief, and upon the spirit of family—Hatred of tbe people towards tbe

feudal system—Tbe priest could do little for tbe serfs—Impossibility of

regularly organizing feudalism : 1. No powerful authority; 2 . No public

power; 8. Difficulty of tbe federative system—Tbe idea of tbe right of

resistance inherent in feudalism—Influence of feudalism favourable to

tbe development of the individual, unfavourable to social order.

We have studied the condition of Europe after the fall of

the Roman empire, in the first period of modern history, the
barbarous. We have seen that, at the end of this epoch, and
at the commencement of the tenth century, the first principle,

the first system that developed itself and took possession of
European society, was the feudal system; we have seen that
feudalism was the first-born of barbarism. It is, then, the
feudal system which must now be the object of our study.

I scarcely think it necessary to remind you that it is not
the history of events, properly speaking, which we are con-
sidering. It is not my business to recount to you the destinies
ot feudalism. That which occupies us is the history of civi-
lization; this is the general and hidden fact which we seek
under all the external facts which envelop it.

Thus events, social crises, the various states through which
society has passed, interest us only in their relations to the
development of civilization; we inquire of them solely in
what respects they have opposed or assisted it, what they have
given to it, and what they have refused it. It is only under
this point of view that we are to consider the feudal system.
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In the commencement of these lectures we defined the na-

ture of civilization; we attempted to investigate its elements;

we saw that it consisted, on the one hand, in the development
of man himself, of the individual, of humanity; on the other

hand, in that of his external condition, in the development of

society. Whenever we find ourselves in the presence of an

event, of a system, or of a general condition of the world, we
have this double question to ask of it, what has it done for

or against the development of man, for or against the deve-

lopment of society?

You understand beforehand, that, during our investiga-

tions, it is impossible that we should not meet upon our

way most important questions of moral philosophy. When
we desire to know in what an event or a system has contri-

buted to the development of man and of society, it is abso-

lutely needful that we should be acquainted with the nature

of the true development of society and of man ; that we should

know what developments are false and illegitimate, pervert-

ing instead of ameliorating, causing a retrogressive instead of

a progressive movement.
We shall not seek to escape from this necessity. Not

only should we thereby mutilate and lower our ideas and the

facts, but the actual state of the world imposes upon us the

necessity of freely accepting this inevitable alliance of philo-

sophy and history. This is precisely one of the characteristics,

perhaps the essential characteristic of our epoch. We are

called upon to consider, to cause to progress together, science

and reality, theory and practice, right and fact. Up to our

times, these two powers have existed separately; the world

has been accustomed to behold science and practice following

different roads, without recognising each other, or, at least,

without meeting. And when doctrines and general ideas

have desired to amalgamate with events and influence the

world, they have only succeeded under the form and by

means of the arm of fanaticism. The empire of human

societies, and the direction of their affairs, have hitherto

been shared between two kinds of influences: upon one hand,

the believers, the men of general ideas and principles, the

fanatics; on the other, men strangers to all rational prin-

ciples, who govern themselves merely according to cir-

cumstances, practicians, freethinkers, as the seventeenth cen-
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tury called them. This condition of things is now ceasing;
neither fanatics nor free-thinkers will any longer havedominion.
In order now to govern and prevail with men, it is necessary to
be acquainted with general ideas and circumstances; it is neces-
sary to know how to value principles andfacts, to respect virtue
and necessity, to preserve oneselffrom the pride of fanatics, and
the not less blind scorn of free-thinkers. To this point have we
been conducted by the development of the human mind and
the social state: upon one hand, the human mind, exalted and
freed, better comprehends the connexion of things, knows
how to look around on all sides, and makes use of all things
in its combinations; on the other hand, society has perfected
itself to that degree, that it can be compared with the truth;
that facts can be brought into juxta-position with principles^
and yet, in spite of their still great imperfections, not inspire
by the comparison invincible discouragement or distaste. I
shall thus obey the natural tendency, convenience, and the ne-
cessity of our times, in constantly passing from the examina-
tion ot circumstances to that of ideas, from an exposition of
facts to a question of doctrines. Perhaps, even, there is
in the actual disposition of men’s minds, another reason
in favour ot this method. For some time past a con-
firmed taste, I might say a sort of predilection, has
manifested itself among us, for tacts, for practical views, for
the positive aspect of human atl'airs. AVe have been to ’such
an extent a prey to the despotism of general ideas, of
theories; they have, in some respects, cost us so dear, that
they are become the objects of a certain degree of distrust.
YYe like better to carry ourselves back to facts, to special cir-
cumstances, to applications. This is not to be regretted;
it is a new progress, a great step in knowledge, and to-wards the empire of truth

; provided always that we do notallow ourselves to be prejudiced and carried away by this dis-
position; that we do not forget that truth alone has a right
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society; greater, perhaps, than in any other. We must not

lose this high privilege; we must not fall into the somewhat
subordinate and material state which characterizes other

societies. Intelligence and doctrines must occupy in the

France of the present day, at least the place which they have

occupied there hitherto.

We shall, then, by no means avoid general and philo-

sophical questions; we shall not wander in search of them,

but where facts lead us to them, we shall meet them without

hesitation or embarrassment. An occasion of doing so will more
than once present itself, during the consideration of the feudal

system in its relations to the history of European civilization.

A good proof that, in the tenth century, the feudal

system was necessary, was the only possible social state, is

the universality of its establishment. Wherever barbarism

ceased, everything took the feudal form. At the first moment,

men saw in it only the triumph of chaos; all unity, all general

civilization vanished; on all sides they beheld society dismem-

bei-ing itself; and, in its stead, they beheld a number of minor,

obscure, isolated, and incoherent societies erect themselves.

To contemporaries, this appeared the dissolution of all

things, universal anarchy. Consult the poets and the chroni-

clers of the time; they all believed themselves at the end of

the world. It was, nevertheless, the beginning of a new and

real society, the feudal, so necessary, so inevitable, so truly

the only possible consequence of the anterior state, that

all things entered into it and assumed its form. Elements,

the most foreign to this system, the church, municipalities,

royalty, were compelled to accommodate themselves to

it; the churches became suzerains and vassals, cities had

lords and vassals, royalty disguised itself under the form of

suzerainship. All things were given in fief, not only lands,

but certain rights, the right, for instance, of felling in forests,

and of fishing: the churches gave in fief their perquisites,

from their revenues from baptisms, the churchings of women.

Water and money were given in fief. Just as all the general

elements of society entered into the feudal frame, so the

smallest details, and the most trifling facts of common life,

became a part of feudalism.

In beholding the feudal form thus taking possession of all

tilings, we are tempted to believe, at first, that the essential
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and vital principle of feudalism everywhere prevailed. But
this is a mistake. In borrowing the feudal form, the elements

and institutions of society which were not analogous to the

feudal system, did not renounce their own nature or peculiar

principles. The feudal church did not cease to be animated
and governed, at bottom, by the theocratic principle; and it

laboured unceasingly, sometimes in concert with the royal

power, sometimes with the pope, and sometimes with the
people, to destroy this system, of which, so to speak, it wore
the livery. It was the same with royalty and with the cor-

porations; in the one the monarchical, in the other the derno-
cratical principle, continued, at bottom, to predominate.
Notwithstanding their feudal livery, these various elements
of European society constantly laboured to deliver themselves
from a form which was foreign to their true nature, and to
assume that which corresponded to their peculiar and vital

principle.

Having shown the universality of the feudal form, it be-
comes very necessary to be on our guard against con-
cluding from this the universality of the feudal principle,
and against studying feudalism indifferently, whenever we
meet with its physiognomy. In order to know and compre-
hend this system thoroughly, to unravel and judge of its

effects in reference to modern civilization, we must examine
it where the form and principle are in harmony; we must study
it in the hierarchy of lay possessors of fiefs, in the asso-
ciation of the conquerors of the European territory. There
truly resided feudal society; thereupon we are now' to enter.

I spoke just now of the importance of moral questions, and
of the necessity of not avoiding them. But there is a totally
opposite kind of considerations, which has generally been too
much neglected; I mean the material condition of society,
the material changes introduced into mankind’s method of
existing, by a new fact, by a revolution, by a new social state.

e ha\e not always sufficiently considered these things; we
have not always sufficiently inquired into the modifications
introduced by these great crises of the world, into the material
existence of men, into the material aspect of their relations,
ihese modifications have more influence upon the entire
society than is supposed. Who does not know how much the
influence of climates has been studied, and how much im-

f 2
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portance was attached to it by Montesquieu. If we regard
the immediate influence of climate upon men, perhaps it is

not so extensive as lias been supposed: it is, at all events,
very vague and difficult to be appreciated. But the indirect

influence of climate, that which, for example, results from
the fact, that, in a warm country, men live in the open air,

while, in a cold country, they shut themselves up in their

houses, that, in one case, they nourish themselves in one
manner, in the other, in another, these are facts of great im-
portance, facts which by the simple difference of material

life, act powerfully upon civilization. All great revolutions

lead to modifications of this sort in the social state, and these

are very necessary to be considered.

The establishment of the feudal system produced one of

these modifications, of unmistakeable importance; it altered

the distribution of the population over the face of the

land. Hitherto the masters of the soil, the sovereign popu-
lation, had lived united in more or less numerous masses

of men, whether sedentarily in cities, or wandering in bands
through the country. In consequence of the feudal sys-

tem, these same men lived isolated, each in his own habit-

ation, and at great distances from one another. You will

immediately perceive how much influence this change was
calculated to exercise upon the character and course of civili-

zation. The social preponderance, the government of society,

passed suddenly from the towns to the country; private pro-

perty became of more importance than public property

;

private life than public life. Such was the first and purely

material effect of the triumph of feudal society. The further

we examine into it, the more will the consequence of this

single fact be unfolded to our eyes.

Let us investigate this society in itself, and see what
part it has played in the history of civilization. First of all,

let us take feudalism in its most simple, primitive, and fun-

damental element ; let us consider a single possessor of a fief in

his domain, and let us see what will become of all those who
form the little society around him.

He establishes himself upon an isolated and elevated spot,

which he takes care to render safe and strong ; there he

constructs what he will call his castle. With whom does he

establish himself ? With his wife and children
;
perhaps some
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freemen, who have not become proprietors, attach themselves

to his person, anil continue to live with him, at his table.

These are the inhabitants of the interior of the castle. Around
and at its foot, a little population of colonists and serfs gather

together, who cultivate the domains of the possessor of the

fief. In the centre of this lower population religion plants a

church; it brings hither a priest. In the early period of the

feudal system, tins priest was commonly at the same time the

chaplain of the castle and the pastor of the village; by and

bye these two characters separated; the village had its

own pastor, who lived there, beside his church. This, then,

was the elementary feudal society, the feudal molecule, so to

speak. It is this element that we have first of all to examine.

We will demand of it the double question which should be

asked of all our facts: What has resulted from it in favour of

the development, 1. of man himself, 2. of society?

We are perfectly justified in addressing this double question

to the little society which I have just described, and in placing

faith in its replies; for it was the type and faithful image of

the entire feudal society. The lord, the people on his

domains, and the priest; such is feudalism upon the great as

well as the small scale, when we have taken from it royalty

and the towns, which are distinct and foreign elements.

The first fact that strikes us in contemplating this little

society, is the prodigious importance -which the possessor of

the fief must have had, both in his own eyes, and in the eyes
of those who surrounded him. The sentiment of personality,

of individual liberty, predominated in the barbaric life. But
here it was wholly different; it wras no longer only the liberty

of the man, of the warrior; it was the importance of the pro-
prietor, of the head of the family, of the master, that came to
be considered. From this situation an impression of immense
superiority must have resulted; a superiority quite peculiar,
and very different from everything that wre meet with in the
career ot other civilizations. I will give the proofof this. I take
m the ancient world some great aristocratical position,
a Roman patrician, for instance: like the feudal lord, the
Roman patrician was head of a family, master, superior. He
was, moreover, the religious magistrate, the pontiff in the
interior ol his family. Now, his importance as a religious
magistrate came to him from without; it was not a purely
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personal and individual importance; lie received it from on
high; he was the delegate of the Divinity; the interpreter of
the religious creed. The Roman patrician was, besides,

the member of a corporation which lived united on the
same spot, a member of the senate; this again was an
importance which came to him from without, from his

corporation, a received, a borrowed importance. The
greatness of the ancient aristocrats, associated as it was
with a religious and political character, belonged to the
situation, to the corporation in general, rather than to the
individual. That of the possessor of the fief was purely
individual; it was not derived from any one; all his rights,

all his power, came to him from himself. He was not a

religious magistrate; he took no part in a senate; it was in

his person that all his importance resided; all that he was, he
was of himself, and in his own name. What a mighty influ-

ence must such a situation have exerted on its occupant!

What individual haughtiness, what prodigious pride—let us

say the word—what insolence, must have arisen in his soul!

Above himself there was no superior of whom he was the

representative or interpreter; there was no equal near him;
no powerful and general law which weighed upon him; no
external rule which influenced his will; he knew no curb

but the limits of his strength and the presence of danger.

Such was the necessary moral result of this situation upon
the character of man.

I now proceed to a second consequence, mighty also, and
too little noticed, namely, the particular turn taken by the

feudal family spirit.

Let us cast a glance over the various family systems. Take
first ofall the patriarchal system ofwhich the Bible and oriental

records offer the model. The family was very numerous; it

was a tribe. The chief, the patriarch, lived therein in common
with his children, his near relations, the various generations

which united themselves around him, all his kindred, all his

servants; and not only did he live with them all, but he had

the same interests, the same occupations, and he led the same

life. Was not this the condition of Abraham, of the patri-

archs, and of the chiefs of the Arab tribes, who still reproduce

the image of the patriarchal life?

Another family system presents itself, namely, the clan, a
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petty society, whose type we must seek for in Scotland

or Ireland. Through this system, very probably, a large

portion of the European family has passed. This is no longer

the patriarchal family. There is here a great difference

between the situation of the chief and that of the rest of the

population. They did not lead the same life: the greater

portion tilled and served; the chief was idle and warlike.

But they had a eommon origin; they all bore the same name;
and their relations of kindred, ancient traditions, the same
recollections, the same affections, established a moral tie, a

sort of equality between all the members of the clan.

These are the two principal types of the family society pre-

sented by history. But have we here the feudal family?

Obviously not. It seems, at first, that the feudal family bears

some relation to the clan; but the difference is much greater

than the resemblance. The population which surrounded the

possessor of the fief were totally unconnected with him ; they did

not bear his name; between them and him there was no kin-

dred, no bond, moral or historical. Neither did it resemble
the patriarchal family. The possessor of the fief led not the

same life, nor did he engage in the same occupations with
those who surrounded him; he was an idler and a warrior,

whilst the others were labourers. The feudal family was not

numerous; it was not a tribe; it reduced itself to the family,

properly so called, namely, to the wife and children; it lived

separated from the rest of the population, shut up in the
castle. The colonists and serfs made no part of it; the
origin of the members of this society was different, the
inequality of their situation immense. Five or six individuals,
in a situation at once superior to and estranged from the
rest ot the society, that was the feudal family. It was
ot course invested with a peculiar character. It was narrow,
concentrated, and constantly called upon to defend itself

against, to distrust, and, at least, to isolate itself from, even
its retainers. The interior life, domestic manners, were
suie to become predominant in such a system. I am
an arc that the brutality of the passions of a chief, his
habit ot spending his time in warfare or the chase, were a
great obstacle to the development of domestic manners. But
this would be conquered; the chief necessarily returned home
habitually; he always found there his wife and children, and
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these well nigh only; these would alone constitute his permanent
society—they would alone share his interests, his destiny.
Domestic life necessarily, therefore, acquired great sway.
Proofs of this abound. Was it not within the bosom of the
feudal family that the importance of women developed itself?
In all the ancient societies, I do not speak of those where
the family spirit did not exist, but of those wherein it was
very powerful in the patriarchal life, for instance, women
did not hold at all so considerable a place as they acquired
in Europe under the feudal system. It was to the develop-
ment and necessaiy preponderance of domestic manners in
feudalism, that they chiefly owed this change, this progress in
their condition. Some have desired to trace the cause to the
peculiar manners of the ancient Germans; to a national re-
spect which, it is said, they bore towards women amidst their

forests. Upon a sentence of Tacitus, German patriotism has
built I know not what superiority, what primitive and un-
eradicable purity of German manners, as regards the rela-

tions of the two sexes. Mere fancies ! Phrases similar to that
of Tacitus, concerning sentiments and usages analogous to

those of the ancient Germans, are to be found in the recitals

of a crowd of observers of savage or barbarous people. There
is nothing primitive therein, nothing peculiar to any parti-

cular race. It was in the effects of a strongly marked social

position, in the progress and preponderance of domestic man-
ners, that the importance of women in Europe originated;

and the preponderance of domestic manners became, very
early, an essential characteristic of the feudal system.

A second fact, another proof of the empire of domestic life,

equally characterises the feudal family: I mean the hereditary

spirit, the spirit of perpetuation, which evidently predomi-
nated therein. The hereditary spirit is inherent in the family

spirit; but nowhere has it so strongly developed itself as

under the feudal system. This resulted from the nature of the

property with which the family was incorporated. The fief

was unlike other properties: it constantly demanded a

possessor to defend it, serve it, acquit himself of the

obligations inherent in the domain, and thus maintain it in

its rank amidst the general association of the masters of the

soil. Thence resulted a sort of identification between the

actual possessor of the fief and the fief itself, and all the series

of its future possessors.
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This circumstance greatly contributed to fortify and make

closer the family ties, already so powerful by the very nature

of the feudal family.

I now issue from the seignorial dwelling, and descend

amidst the petty population that surrounds it. Here all

things wear a different aspect. The nature of man is so good

and fruitful, that when a social situation endures for any

length of time, a certain moral tie, sentiments of protection,

benevolence, and affection, inevitably establish themselves

among those who are thus approximated to one another, what-

ever may be the conditions of approximation. It happened

thus with feudalism. No doubt, after a certain time, some
moral relations, some habits of affection, became contracted

between the colonists and the possessor of the fief. But this

happened in spite of their relative position, and not by reason

of its influence. Considered in itself, the position was radi-

cally wrong. There was nothing morally in common be-

tween the possessor of the fief and the colonists; they consti-

tuted part of his domain; they were his property; and under
this name, property, were included all the rights which, in

the present day, are called rights of public sovereignty, as

well as the rights of private property, the right of imposing
laws, of taxing, and punishing, as well as that of disposing of

and selling. As far as it is possible that such should be the

case where men are in presence of men, between the lord and
the cultivators of his lands there existed no rights, no guaran-
tees, no society.

Hence, I conceive, the truly prodigious and invincible

hatred with which the people at all times have regarded the
feudal system, its recollections, its very name. It is not
a case without example for men to have submitted to oppres-
sive despotisms, and to have become accustomed to them;
nay, to have willingly accepted them. Theocratic and
monarchical despotisms have more than once obtained the
consent, almost the affections, of the population subjected to
them. But feudal despotism has always been repulsive and
odious ; it has oppressed the destinies, but never reigned over
the souls of men. The reason is, that in theocracy and mo-
narchy, power is exercised in virtue of certain words which
are common to the master and to the subject; it is the repre-
sentative, the minister of another power superior to all human
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power; it speaks and acts in the name of the Divinity or of
a general^ idea, and not in the name of man himself, of man
alone, feudal despotism was altogether different; it was the
power of the individual over the individual; the dominion of
the personal and capricious will of a man. This is, perhaps,
the only tyranny of which, to his eternal honour, man will
never willingly accept. Whenever, in his master, he beholds
a mere man, from the moment that the wiil which oppresses
him appears a merely human and individual will, like his
own, he becomes indignant, and supports the yoke wrathfully.
Such was the true and distinguishing character of feudal
power; and such was also the origin of the antipathy which
it has ever inspired.

The religious element which was associated with it was
little calculated to ease the burden. I do not conceive that
the influence of the priest, in the little society which I have
just described, was very great, nor that he succeeded much
in legitimating the relations of the inferior population with
the lord. The church has exerted a very great influence
upon European civilization, but this it has done by proceed-
ings of a general character, by changing, for instance, the
general dispositions of men. When we enter closely
into the petty feudal society, properly so called, we find that
the influence of the priest, between the colonists and the
lord, scarcely amounted to anything. Most frequently he
was himself rude and subordinate as a serf, and very
little in condition or disposition to combat the arrogance of
the lord. No doubt, called, as he was, to sustain and develop
somewhat of moral life in the inferior population, he was dear
and useful to it on this account; he spread through it somewhat
of consolation and of life; but, I conceive, he could and did
very little to alleviate its destiny.

I have examined the elementaryfeudal society; I have placed
before you the principal consequences which necessarily flowed

from it, whether to the possessor of the fief himself, or his

family, or the population congregated around him. Let us now
go forth from this narrow inclosure. The population of the fief

was not alone upon the land; there were other societies,

analogous or different, with which it bore relation. What
influence did the general society to which that population

belonged, necessarily exercise upon civilization?



CIVILIZATION IN EUROTE. 75

I will make a brief remark, before answering this question:

It is true that the possessor of the fief and the priest be-

longed, one and the other, to a general society ; they had, at a

distance, numerous and frequent relations. It was not the

same with the colonists, the serfs: every time that, in order

to designate the population of the country at this period, we
make use of a general word, which seems to imply one and

the same society, the word people
,

for example, we do not

convey the truth. There was for this population no general

society; its existence was purely local. Beyond the territory

which they inhabited, the colonists had no connexion with any

thing or person. For them there was no common destiny, no

common country; they did not form a people. When we
speak of the feudal association as a whole, it is only the

possessors of the fiefs that are concerned.

Let us see what were the relations of the petty feudal

society with the general society with which it was connected,

and to what consequences these relations necessarily led as

regards the development of civilization.

You are acquainted with the nature of the ties which
united the possessors of the fiefs among themselves, with the

obligations of service, on the one hand, of protection on the

other. I shall not enter into a detail of these obligations; it

suffices that you have a general idea of their character. From
these obligations there necessarily arose within the mind of

each possessor of a fief, a certain number of moral ideas and
sentiments, ideas of duty, sentiments of affection. The fact

is evident that the principle of fidelity, of devotion, of loyalty

to engagements, and all sentiments connected therewith, were
developed and sustained by the relations of the possessors of
the fiefs between themselves.

These obligations, duties, and sentiments, endeavoured to
convert themselves into rights and institutions. Every one
knows that feudalism desired legally to determine what were
the services due from the possessor of the fief towards his
suzerain

j
what were the services which he might expect in

return; in what cases the vassal owed pecuniary or military
aid to his suzerain; in what forms the suzerain ought to ob-
tain the consent of his vassals, for services to which they
were not compelled by the simple tenure of their fiefs.

Attempts were made to place all their rights under the
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guarantee of institutions, which aimed at insuring their being
respected. Thus, the seignorial jurisdictions were destined to

render justice between the possessors of the fiefs, upon claims
carried before their common suzerain. Thus, also, each lord

who was of any consideration assembled his vassals in a
parliament, in order to treat with them concerning matters
which required their consent or their concurrence. In short,

there existed a collection of political, judicial, and military

means, with which attempts were made to organise the feudal

system, converting the relations between the possessors of
fiefs into rights and institutions.

But these rights and these institutions had no reality, no
guarantee.

If one is asked, what is meant by a guarantee, a political

guarantee, one is led to perceive that its fundamental character

is the constant presence, in the midst of the society, of a will,

of a power disposed and in a condition to impose a law upon
particular wills and powers, to make them observe the

common rule, and respect the general right.

There are only two systems of political guarantees possible:

it is either necessary there should be a particular will

and power so superior to all others, that none should be able to

resist it, and that all should be compelled to submit to it as

soon as it interferes; or else that there should be a public

will and power, which is the result of agreement, of the de-

velopment of particular wills, and which, once gone forth

from them, is in a condition to impose itself upon, and to

make itself respected equally by all.

Such are the two possible systems of political guarantees :

the despotism of one or of a body, or free government.

When we pass systems in review, we find that all of them
come under one or other of these heads.

Well, neither one nor the other existed, nor could exist,

under the feudal system.

No doubt the possessors of the fiefs were not all equal

among themselves ; there were many of superior power, many
powerful enough to oppress the weaker. But there was no

one, beginning from the first of the suzerains, the king,

who was in condition to impose law upon all the others,

and make himself obeyed. Observe that all the permanent

means of power and action were wanting: there were

no permanent troops, no permanent taxes, no permanent
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tribunals. The social powers and institutions had, after

a manner, to recommence and create themselves anew
every time they were required. A tribunal was obliged

to be constructed for every process, an army whenever there

was a war to be made, a revenue whenever money was
wanted; everything was occasional, accidental, and special;

there was no means of central, permanent, and independent
government. It is plain that, in such a system, no individual

was in a condition to impose his will upon others, or to cause

the general rights to be respected by all.

On the other hand, resistance was as easy as repression

was difficult. Shut up in his castle, having to do only with
a small number of enemies, easily (inding, among vassals ol’

liis own condition, the means of coalition, and of assistance,

the possessor of the lief defended himself with the greatest

facility.

Thus, then, we see that the first system of guarantees, the
system which places them in the intervention of the strongest,

was not possible under feudalism.

The other system, that of a free government, a public
power, was equally impracticable; it could never have arisen
in the bosom of feudalism. The reason is sufficiently simple.
When we speak, in the present day, of a public power, of
that which we call the rights of sovereignty, the right of
giving laws, taxing, and punishing, we all think that those
rights belong to no one, that no one has, on his own account,
a right to punish others, and to impose upon them a charge, a
law. Those are rights which belong only to society in the
mass, rights which are exercised in its name, which it holds
not of itself, but receives from the Highest. Thus, when an
individual comes before the powers invested with these rights,
the sentiment which, perhaps without his consciousness,
reigns in him is, that he is in the presence of a public and
legitimate power, which possesses a mission for commanding
him, and he is submissive beforehand and internally.
But it was wholly otherwise under feudalism. The pos-
sessor oi the fief, in his domain, was invested with all
the rights, ot sovereignty over those who inhabited it

;

they w ere inherent to the domain, and a part of his private
property . TV hat are at present public rights were then pri-
vate rights.; what is now public power was then private
power. VV hen the possessor of a fief, after having exercised
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sovereignty in his own name, as a proprietor over all the
population amidst which he lived, presented himself at an
assembly, a parliament held before his suzerain, a parliament
not very numerous, and composed in general of men who
were his equals, or nearly so, he did not bring with him, nor
did he carry away the idea of a public power. This idea was
in contradiction to all his existence, to all that he had been
in the habit of doing in the interior of his own domains. He
saw there only men who were invested with the same rights

as himself, who were in the same situation, and, like him,
acted in the name of their personal will. Nothing in the

most elevated department of the government, in Avhat we call

public institutions, conveyed to him, or forced him to reco-

gnise this character of superiority and generality, which is in-

herent to the idea that we form to ourselves of public powers.

And if he was dissatisfied with the decision, he refused to

agree with it, or appealed to force for resistance.

Under the feudal system, force was the true and habitual

guarantee of right, if, indeed, we may call force a guarantee.

All rights had perpetual recourse to force to make themselves

recognised or obeyed. No institution succeeded in doing this;

and this was so generally felt that institutions were rarely

appealed to. If the seignorial courts and parliaments of vassals

had been capable of influence, we should have met with them
in history more frequently than we do, and found them exert-

ing more activity; their rarity proves their invalidity.

At this we must not be astonished; there is a reason for it,

more decisive and deeply seated than those which I have

described.

Of all systems of government and political guarantee, the

federative system is certainly the most difficult to establish

and to render prevalent ; a system which consists in leaving

in each locality and each particular society all that portion of

the government which can remain there, and in taking from

it only that portion which is indispensable to the maintenance

of the general society, and carrying this to the centre of that

society, there to constitute of it a central government. The
federative system, logically the most simple, is, in fact, the

most complex. In order to reconcile the degree of local in-

dependence and liberty which it allows to remain, with the

degree of general order and submission which it demands and
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supposes in certain cases, a very advanced degree of civiliza-

tion is evidently requisite; it is necessary that the will of

man, that individual liberty should concur in the establishment

and maintenance of this system, much more than in that of

any other, for its means of coercion are far less than those of

any other.

The federative system, then, is that which evidently re-

quires the greatest development of reason, morality, and
civilization, in the society to which it is applied. Well, this,

nevertheless, was the system which feudalism endeavoured
to establish; the idea of general feudalism, in fact, was that

of a federation. It reposed upon the same principles on
which are founded, in our day, the federation of the United
States of America, for example. It aimed at leaving in the
hands of each lord all that portion of government and
sovereignty which could remain there, and to carry to the
suzerain, or to the general assembly of barons, only the least

possible portion of power, and that only in cases of absolute
necessity. You perceive the impossibility of establishing

such a system amidst ignorance, amidst brutal passions—in

short, in a moral state so imperfect as that ofman under feudal-
ism. The very nature of government was contradictory to the
ideas and manners of the very men to whom it was attempted
to be applied. Who can be astonished at the ill success of
these endeavours at organization?

We have considered feudal society, first, in its most simple
and fundamental element, then in its entirety. We have
examined, under these two points of view, that which it

necessarily did, that which naturally flowed from it, as to
its influence upon the course of civilization. I conceive
that we have arrived at this double result:

First, federalism has exerted a great, and, on the whole, a
salutary influence upon the internal development of the
individual; it has awakened in men’s minds ideas, energetic
sentiments, moral requirements, fine developments of cha-
racter and passion.

Secondly, under the social point of view, it was un-
able to establish either legal order or political guarantees; it
was indispensable to the revival in Europe of society, which
had been so entirely dissolved by barbarism, that it was in-
capable ot a more regular and more extended form; but the
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feudal form, radically bad in itself, could neither regulate nor
extend itself. The only political right which the feudal

system caused to assert itself in European society was the

right of resistance,—I do not say legal resistance, that could

not have place in a society so little advanced. The progress

of society consists precisely in substituting, on the one hand,

public powers for particular wills; on the other, legal, for

individual resistance. In this consists the grand aim, the

principal perfection of the social order; much latitude is left

to personal liberty; then, when that liberty fails, when it

becomes necessary to demand from it an account of itself,

appeal is made to public reason alone, to determine the

process instituted against the liberty of the individual. Such
is the system of legal order and of legal resistance. You
perceive, without difficulty, that under feudalism there

existed nothing of this sort. The right of resistance which

the feudal system maintained and practised was the right of

personal resistance—a terrible, unsocial right, since it appeals

to force and to war, which is the destruction of society itself;

a right which, nevertheless, should never be abolished from

the heart of man, for its abolition is the acceptation of servi-

tude. The sentiment of the right of resistance had perished

in the disgrace of Roman society, and could not rise anew
from its wreck; it could not come more naturally, in my
opinion, from the principle of the Christian society. To
feudalism we are indebted for its re-introduction into the

manners of Europe. It is the boast of civilization to render

it always useless and inactive; it is the boast of the feudal

system to have constantly professed and defended it.

Such, if I do not deceive myself, is the result of an

examination of feudal society, considered in itself, in its

general elements, and independently of historical develop-

ment. If we pass on to facts, to history, we shall see that

has happened which might have been looked for; that

the feudal system has done what it was fitted to do; that its

destiny has been in conformity with its nature. Events may

be adduced in proof of all the conjectures and inferences

which I have drawn from the very nature of tliis system.

Cast a glance upon the general history of feudalism

between the tenth and thirteenth centuries; it is impossible

to mistake the great and salutary influence exerted by it
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upon the development of sentiments, characters, and ideas.

We cannot look into the history of this period without meet-
ing with a crowd of noble sentiments, great actions, tine

displays of humanity, born evidently in the bosom of feudal
manners. Chivalry, it is true, does not resemble feudalism

—

nevertheless, it is its daughter: from feudalism issued this
ideal of elevated, generous, loyal sentiments. It says much
in favour of its parentage.

I urn your eyes to another quarter: the first bursts of
European imagination, the first attempts of poetry and of
literature, the first intellectual pleasures tasted by Europe
on its quitting barbarism, under the shelter, under the wings
of feudalism, in the interior of the feudal castles, that all

these were born. This kind of development of humanity
requires a movement in the soul, in life, leisure, a
thousand conditions which are not to be met with in the
laborious, melancholy, coarse, hard existence of the common
people. In France, in England, in Germany, it is with
the feudal times that the first literary recollections, the first
intellectual enjoyments of Europe connect themselves.
On the other, it we consult history upon the social in-

fluence of feudalism, its answers will always be in harmony
with our conjectures; it will reply that the feudal system
has been as much opposed to the establishment of general
order as to the extension of general liberty. Under whatever
point of view you consider the progress of society, you find
the feudal system acting as an obstacle. Therefore, from the
earliest existence of feudalism, the two forces which have
been the grand motive powers of the development of
01 tier and hberty—on one hand the monarchical power, the
popular power on the other; royalty, and the people-liaveW ot rl?
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progressive state; they have made of it an age of gold.

But ask them to assign the age of gold to some particular place

or time, and they can do no such thing : it is an Utopia
without a date, a drama for which we find, in past times,

neither theatre nor actors. The cause of this error is easy to

discover, and it equally explains the mistake of those who
cannot pronounce the name of feudalism without cursing it.

Neither one party nor the other has taken the pains to con-
sider the double aspect under which feudalism presents itself;

to distinguish, on the one hand, its influence upon the in-

dividual development of man, upon sentiments, characters,

and passions, and, on the other, its influence upon the social

state. The one party has not been able to persuade itself

that a social system, in which so many beautiful sentiments,

so many virtues are found—in which they behold the birth of

all literatures, and in which manners assume a certain eleva-

tion and nobility—can have been so bad and fatal as it is pre-

tended. The other party has only seen the wrong done by
feudalism to the mass of the population, the obstacles opposed

by it to the establishment of order and liberty; and this

party has not been able to believe that fine characters, great

virtues, and any progress, can have resulted from it. Both
have mistaken the double element of civilization; they have
not understood that it consists of two developments, of which
the one may, in time, produce itself independently of the

other; although, after the course of centuries, and by means
of a long series of circumstances, they must reciprocally call

forth and lead to each other.

For the rest, that which feudalism was in theory it was in

fact; that to which theory pointed as likely to result from it,

has resulted from it. Individuality and energy of personal

existence, such was the predominating trait among the con-

querors of the Roman world; the development of individuality

necessarily resulted, before all things, from the social system

which was founded by and for themselves. That which man
himself brings to a social system, at the moment of his

entrance, his internal and moral qualities, powerfully influence

the situation in which he establishes himself. The situation,

in turn, re-acts upon these qualities, and strengthens and

develops them. The individual predominated in the German

society; it was for the benefit of the development of the in-
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dividual that feudal society, the daughter of German society,

exei’ted its influence. We shall again find the same fact in

the different elements of civilization ; they have remained
faithful to their principle; they have advanced and urged on
the world in the direction which they first entered. In our
next lecture, the history of the church and of its influence,

from the fifth to the twelfth century, upon European civiliza-

tion, will furnish us with another and a striking illustration

of this fact.
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FIFTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Religion is a principle of association—Constraint

is not of the essence of government—Conditions of the legitimacy of a

government : 1. The power must be in the hands of the most worthy;

2. The liberty of the governed must be respected—The church being

a corporation, and not a caste, fulfilled the first of these conditions—Of

the various methods of nomination and election that existed therein—It

wanted the other condition, on account of the illegitimate extension of

authority, und on account of the abusive employment of force—Move-

ment and liberty of spirit in the bosom of the church—Relations of the

church with princes—The independence of spiritual power laid down os

a principle—Pretensions and efforts of the church to usurp the tem-

poral power.

•

We have examined the nature and influence of the feudal

system; it is with the Christian church, from the fifth to the

twelfth century, that we are now to occupy ourselves: I

say, with the church

;

and I have already laid this emphasis,

because it is not with Christianity properly speaking, with

Christianity as a religious system, but with the church as an

ecclesiastical society, with the Christian clergy, that I propose

to engage your attention.

In the fifth century, this society was almost completely

organized; not that it has not since then undergone many
and important changes; but we may say that, at that time,

the church, considered as a corporation, as a government of

Christian people, had attained a complete and independent

existence.

One glance is enough to show us an immense difference

between the state of the church and that of the other elements

of European civilization in the fifth century. I have men-

tioned, as the fundamental elements of our civilization, the
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municipal and feudal systems, royalty, and the church. The
municipal system, in the fifth century, was no more than the
wreck of the Roman empire, a shadow without life or determi-
nate form. The feudal system had not yet issued from the
chaos. Royalty existed only in name. All the civil elements
of modern society were either in decay or infancy. The
church alone was, at the same time, young and constituted; it

alone had acquired a definite form, and preserved all the
vigour of early age; it alone possessed, at once, movement
and order, energy and regularity, that is to say, the two great
means of influence. Is it not, let me ask you, by moral life,

by internal movement, on the one hand, and by order and
discipline on the other, that institutions take possession of
society? The church, moreover, had mooted all the great
questions which interest man; it busied itself with all the
problems of his nature, and with all the chances of his destiny.
Thus its influence upon modern civilization has been very
great, greater, perhaps, than even its most ardent adversaries,
or its most zealous defenders have supposed. Occupied with
rendering it services, or with combating it, they have
regarded it only in a polemical point of view, and have there-
fore, I conceive, been unable either to judge it with equity,
or to measure it in all its extent.

The Christian church in the fifth century presents itself as
an independent and constituted society, interposed between
the masters of the world, the sovereigns, the possessors of the
temporal power on the one hand, and the people on the other,
serving as a bond between them, and influencing all.

In onler completely to know and comprehend its action, we
must therefore consider it under three aspects: first of all we
must regard it in itself, make an estimate of what it was, of
its internal constitution, of the principles which predominated
in it, and of its nature; we must then examine it in its rela-
tion to the temporal sovereignties, kings, lords, and others;
lastly, in its relations to the people. And when from this
rip e examination we shall have deduced a complete picture

°.i • u
(

.

1111 c
’ j*3 principles, its situation, and the influence

i\ .nc 1 i necessarily exercised, we shall verify our assertions
by an appeal to history; we shall find out whether the facts
and events, properly so called, from the fifth to the twelfth
century, are in harmony with the results to which we have
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been led by the study of the nature of the church, and of its

relations, both with the masters of the world and with the
people.

First of all, let us occupy ourselves with the church in itself,

with its internal condition, and its nature.

The first fact which strikes us, and perhaps the most im-
portant, is its very existence, the existence of a religious

government, of a clergy, of an ecclesiastical corporation, of a
priesthood, of a religion in the sacerdotal state.

With many enlightened men, these very words, a body
of priesthood, a religious government, appear to determine
the question. They think that a religion which ends in a
body of priests, a legally constituted clergy, in short, a
governed religion, must be, taking all things together, more
injurious than useful. In their opinion, religion is a purely in-

dividual relation of man to God; and that whenever the rela-

tion loses this character, whenever an external authority

comes between the individual and the object of religious creeds,

—namely, God—religion is deteriorated, and society in danger.

We cannot dispense with an examination of this question.

In order to ascertain what has been the influence of the

Christian church, we must know what ought to be, by the

very nature of the institution, the influence of a church and
of a clergy. In order to appreciate this influence, we must
find out, first of all, whether religion is, in truth, purely

individual, whether it does not provoke and give birth to

something more than merely a private relation between each

man and God; or whether it necessarily becomes a source

of new relations between men, from which a religious society

and a government of that society necessarily flow.

If we reduce religion to the religious sentiment properly

so called, to that sentiment which is very real, though some-

what vague and uncertain as to its object, and which we can

scarcely characterize otherwise than by naming it,—to this

sentiment which addresses itself sometimes to external nature,

sometimes to the innermost recesses of the soul, to-day to

poetry, to-morrow to the mysteries of the future, which, in a

word, wanders everywhere, seeking everywhere to satisfy

itself, and fixing itself nowhere,—if we reduce religion to this

sentiment, it seems evident to me that it should remain purely

individual. Such a sentiment may provoke a momentary
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association between men; it can, it even ought to take plea-

sure in sympathy, nourishing and strengthening itself thereby.

But by reason of its lluctuating and doubtful character, it

refuses to become the principle of a permanent and extensive

association, to adapt itself to any system of precepts, practices,

and forms; in short, to give birth to a religious society and
government.

But either I deceive myself strangely, or this religions

sentiment is not the complete expression of the religious

nature of man. Religion, I conceive, is a different tiling,

and much more than this.

In human nature and in human destiny there are problems

of which the solution lies beyond this world, which are con-

nected with a class of things foreign to the visible world, and
which inveterately torment the soul of man, who is tixedly

intent upon solving them. The solution of these problems,

creeds, dogmas, which contain that solution, or, at least,

flatter themselves that they do, these constitute the first object

and the lirst source of religion.

Another path leads men to religion. To those among you
who have prosecuted somewhat extended philosophical studies,

it is, I conceive, sufficiently evident at present that morality

exists independently of religious ideas; that the distinction of
moral good and evil, the obligation to shun the evil, and
to do the good, are laws, which, like the laws of logic, man
discovers in his own nature, and which have their principle
in himself, as they have their application in his actual
life. But these facts being decided, the independence of
morality being admitted, a question arises in the human
mind—Whence comes morality? To what does it lead? Is
this obligation to do good, which subsists of itself, an isolated
fact, without author and aim? Does it not conceal from, or
rather, does it not reveal to man a destiny which is beyond
this world? This is a spontaneous and inevitable question,
by which morality, in its turn, leads man to the door of
religion, and discovers to him a sphere from which he had
not borrowed morality.

Thus, in the problems of our nature, upon one hand, and
in the necessity of discovering a sanction, origin, and aim for
morality, on the other, we find assured and fruitful sources of
religion, which thus presents itself under aspects very different
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from that of a mere instrument, as it has been described; it

presents itself as a collection—1st, of doctrines called forth by
problems which man discovers within himself; 2nd, of pre-
cepts which correspond to those doctrines, and give to natural
morality a meaning and a sanction; 3rd, of promises which
address themselves to the hopes of humanity in the future.
This is what truly constitutes religion; this is what it is at

bottom, and not a mere form of sensibility, a flight of the
imagination, a species of poetry.

Reduced in this manner to its true elements and to its

essence, religion no longer appears as a purely individual
fact, but as a powerful and fruitful principle of association.

Consider it as a system of creeds and dogmas: truth belongs
to no one; it is universal, absolute; men must seek and pro-
fess it in common. Consider the precepts that associate

themselves with doctrines: an obligatory law for one is such
for all ; it must be promulgated, it must bring all men under
its empire. It is the same with the promises made by
religion in the name of its creeds and precepts: they must be
spread abroad, and all men must be called to gather the

fruits of them. From the essential elements of religion, then,

you see that the religious society is born; indeed, it flows

therefrom so infallibly that the word which expresses the most
energetic social sentiment, the most imperious necessity of

propagating ideas and extending a society, is the word pro-

selj-tism, a word which applies above all to religious creeds,

and, indeed, seems to be almost exclusively consecrated to

them.

The religious society being once born, when a certain

number of men become united in common religious- creeds,

under the law of common religious precepts, and in common
religious hopes, that society must have a government. There
is no society which can survive a week, an hour, without a

government. At the very instant in which the society forms

itself, and even by the very fact of its formation, it calls a

government, which proclaims the common truth, the bond of

the society, and promulgates and supports the precepts which

originate in that truth. The necessity for a power, for a

government over the religious society, as over every other,

is implied in the fact of the existence of that society. And
not only is government necessary, but it naturally forms
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itself. I must not pause for any time to explain liow govern-
ment originates and establishes itself in society in general. I
shall confine myself to saying that, when things follow their
natural laws, when external force does not mix itself up with
them, power always flies to the most capable, to the best, to
those who will lead society towards its aim. In a warlike
expedition, the bravest obtain the power. Is research or
skilful enterprise the object of an association? the most
capable will be at the head of it. In all things, when the
world is left to its natural course, the natural inequality of
men freely displays itself, and each takes the place which he is

capable of occupying. Well, as regards religion, men are no
more equal in talents, faculties, and power, than in the other
cases; such a one will be better able than any other to ex-
pound religious doctrines, and to cause them to be generally
adopted; some other bears about him more authority to
induce the observance of religious precepts; a third will excel
in sustaining and animating religious emotions and hopes in
the souls of men. The same inequality of faculties and influ-
ence which gives rise to power in civil society, originates it
equally in religious society. Missionaries arise and declare
themselves like generals. Thus, as, on one hand, religious
government necessarily flows from the nature of religious
society, so, on the other, it naturally develops itself therein
by the mere effect of the human faculties and their unequal
partition. Therefore, from the moment at which religion is
born in man, religious society develops itself; and from the
moment at which religious society appears, it gives rise to its
government.

.
now a fundamental objection arises: there is nothin*-

in this case to ordain or impose; nothing coercive. There
is no room tor government, since unlimited liberty is required
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measure to take, a judgment to pronounce. Assuredly there

is likewise a worthy manner of fulfilling these social wants;
a good law to make, a good measure to take, a good judgment
to pronounce. Whatever may be the matter in hand, what-
ever may be the interest in question, there is in every case

a truth that must be known, a truth which must decide the

conduct of the question.

The first business of government is to seek this truth, to

discover what is just, reasonable, and adapted to society.

When it has found it, it proclaims it. It becomes then neces-

sary that it should impress it upon men’s minds; that the

government should make itself approved of by those upon

whom it acts; that it should persuade them of its reason-

ableness. Is there anything coercive in this? Assuredly

not. Now, suppose that the truth which ought to decide

concerning the affair, no matter what, suppose, I say, that

this truth once discovered and proclaimed, immediately all

understandings are convinced, all wills determined, that all

recognise the reasonableness of the government, and sponta-

neously obey it; there is still no coercion, there is no room

for the employment of force. Is it that the government did

not exist? is it that, in all this, there was no government?

Evidently there was a government, and it fulfilled its task.

Coercion comes then only when the resistance of individual

will occurs, when the idea, the proceeding which the govern-

ment lias adopted, does not obtain the approbation and volun-

tary submission of all. The government then employs force

to make itself obeyed; this is the necessary result of human
imperfection, an imperfection which resides at once in the

governing power and in the society. There will never be

any way of completely avoiding it; civil governments will

ever be compelled to have recourse, to a certain extent, to

coercion. But governments are evidently not constituted by

coercion: whenever they can dispense with it, they do, and to

the great profit of all: indeed, their highest perfection is to

dispense with it, and to confine themselves to methods purely

moral, to the action which they exert upon the understanding;

so that the more the government dispenses with coercion,

the more faithful it is to its true nature, the better it fulfils

its mission. It is not thereby reduced in power or con-

tracted, as is vulgarly supposed; it acts only in another man-
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ner, and in a manner which is infinitely more general and
powerful. Those governments which make the greatest use
of coercion, succeed not nearly so well as those which employ
it scarcely at all.

In addressing itself to the understanding, in determining the
will, in acting by purely intellectual means, the government,
instead of reducing, extends and elevates itself; it is then
that it accomplishes the most and the greatest things. On
the contrary, when it is obliged incessantly to employ coer-
cion, it contracts and lessens itself, and effects very little, and
that little very ill.

Thus the essence of government does not reside in coer-
cion, in the employment of force; but that which above all

things constitutes it, is a system of means and powers, con-
ceived with the design of arriving at the discovery of what is

applicable to each occasion; at the discovery of truth, which
has a right to rule society, in order that afterwards the minds
of men may be brought to open themselves to it, and adopt it

voluntarily and freely. The necessity for, and the actual
existence of a government are thus perfectly conceivable,
when there is no occasion for coercion, when even it is abso-
lutely interdicted.

Well, such is the government of the religious society. Un-
doubtedly, coercion is interdicted to it; undoubtedly, the em-
ployment of force by it is illegitimate, whatever may be its
aim, for the single reason that its exclusive territory is the
human conscience: but not the less, therefore, does it sub-
sist; not the less has it to accomplish all the acts I have
mentioned. It must discover what are the religious doctrines
which solve the problems of the human destiny; or, if there
exists already a general system of creeds whereby those
problems are solved, it must discover and exhibit the con-
sequences of that system, as regards each particular case;
it must promulgate and maintain the precepts which cor-
respond to its doctrines; it must preach and teach them,
in order that, when the society wanders from them, it may
bring it back. There must be no coercion

; the duties
o is government are, examining, preaching, and teaching
religious virtues; and, at need, admonishing or censurin'*.

J
“PP^83 coercion as completely as you will, you will yet

behold all the essential questions of the organisation of a
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government arise and claim solutions. For example, the
question whether a body of religious magistrates is necessary,

or whether it is possible to trust to the religious inspira-

tion of individuals (a question which is debated between
the majority of religious societies and the Quakers), will

always exist, it will always be necessary to discuss it. In
like manner, the question, whether, when it has been agreed
that a body of religious magistrates is necessary, we should
prefer a system of equality, of religious ministers equal among
themselves, and deliberating in common, to an hierarchical

constitution, with various degrees of power; this question

will never come to an end, because you deny all coercive

power to ecclesiastical magistrates, whosoever they may be.

Instead, then, of dissolving religious society in order that we
may have the right of destroying religious government, we
must rather recognise that the religious society forms itself

naturally, that the religious government flows as naturally

from the religious society, and that the problem to be solved

is to ascertain under what conditions this government should

exist, what are its foundations, principles, and conditions

of legitimacy. This is the real investigation which is im-

posed by the necessary existence of a religious government as

of all others.

The conditions of legitimacy are the same for the govern-

ment of a religious society as for that of any other; they

may be reduced to two : the first, that the power should

attach itself to and remain constantly in the hands of the best

and most capable, as far, at least, as human imperfection will

allow of its doing so; that the truly superior people who exist

dispersed among the society should be sought for there,

brought to light, and called upon to unfold the social law, and

to exercise power: the second, that the power legitimately

constituted, should respect the legitimate liberties of those

over whom it exercises itself. In these two conditions,

a good system of forming and organizing power, and a good

system of guarantees of liberty, consists the worth of govern-

ment in general, whether religious or civil; all governments

ought to be judged according to this criterion.

Instead, then, of taunting the church, or the government of

the Christian world, with its existence, we should find out

how it was constituted, and whether its principles corres-
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ponded with the two essential conditions of all good govern-
ment. Let us examine the church in this twofold view.

As regards the formation and transmission of power in the
church, there is a word which is often used in speaking of the
Christian clergy, and which I wish to discard; it is the word
caste. The body of ecclesiastical magistrates has often been
called a caste. Look round the world; take any country in

which castes have been produced, in India or Egypt; you will

see everywhere that the caste is essentially hereditary; it is

the transmission of the same position, and the same power,
from father to son. Wherever there is no inheritance,

there is no caste, there is a corporation; the spirit of a
corporation has its inconveniences, but it is very different
from the spirit of the caste. The word caste

, cannot
be applied to the Christian church. The celibacy of the
priests prevents the Christian church from ever becoming
a caste.

You already see, to a certain extent, the consequences of this
difference. To the system of caste, to the fact of inheritance,
monopoly is inevitably attached. This results from the very
definition of the word caste. When the same functions and
the same powers become hereditary in the same families, it is

evident that privilege must have been attached to them, and
that no one could have acquired them independently of his
origin. In fact, this was what happened; wherever the re-
ligious government fell into the hands of a caste, it became a
matter of privilege; no one entered into it but those who be-
longed to the families of the caste. Nothing resembling this
is met with in the Christian church; and not only is there no
resemblance found, but the church has continually maintained
the principle of the equal admissibility of all men to all her
duties and dignities, whatever may have been their origin.
I he ecclesiastical career, particularly from the fifth to "the

,}
1 cen

^
ury> was open to all. The church recruited her-

sell from all ranks, alike from the inferior as well as the supe-
rior; more often indeed from the inferior. Around her all
was disposed of under the system of privilege; she alone main-
tained the principle of equality and competition; she alone
called all who were possessed of legitimate superiority to
the possession of power. This was the first great consequence
which naturally resulted from her being a body, and not a
caste.
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Again, there is an inherent spirit in castes, the spirit

of immobility. This assertion needs no proof. Open any
history, and you will see the spirit of immobility imprinted
upon all societies, whether political or religious, where the
system of castes dominated. The fear of progress, it is true,

was introduced at a certain epoch, and up to a certain point,

in the Christian church. But we cannot say that it has
dominated there; we cannot say that the Christian church has
remained immovable and stationary; for many long ages she
has been in movement and progress; sometimes provoked by
the attacks of an external opposition, sometimes impelled from
within, by desires of reform and internal development. Upon
the whole, it is a society which has continually changed and
inarched onwards, and which has a varied and progressive

history. There can be no doubt that the equal admission of

all men to the ecclesiastical functions, that the continual re-

cruiting of the church according to principles of equality, has

powerfully contributed to maintain, and incessantly reanimate

within it, its life and movement, to prevent the triumph of

the spirit of immobility.

How could the church who thus admitted all men to

power assure herself of their right to it? How could she

discover and bring to light, from the heart of society, the

legitimate superiorities which were to share the government?
Two principles were in vigour in the church: first, the

election of the inferior by the superior—the choice, the nomi-

nation; secondly, the election of the superior by the sub-

ordinates—that is, an election properly so called, what we
understand as such in the present day.

The ordination of priests, for instance, the power ofmaking

a man a priest, belonged to the superior alone. The choice

was exercised by the superior over the inferior. So, in the col-

lation of certain ecclesiastical benefices, among others, benefices

attached to the feudal concessions, it was the superior—king,

pope, or lord—who nominated the incumbent; in other cases,

the principle of election, properly so called, was in force.

The bishops had long been, and at the epoch which occupies

us were still very often, elected by the body of the clergy;

sometimes even the congregations interfered. In the inte-

rior of monasteries, the abbot was elected by the monks. At

Rome, the popes were elected by the college of cardinals, and
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at one time even the whole of the Roman clergy took part in

the election. You thus see the two principles—the choice of
the inferior by the superior, nnd the election of the superior
by the subordinate—acknowledged and acted upon in the
church, especially at the epoch under consideration. It was
by one or other of these means that she nominated the men
called upon to exercise a portion of the ecclesiastical power.
Not only were these two principles co-existent, but being es-

sentially different, there was n struggle between them. After
many centuries and many vicissitudes, the nomination of the
inferior by the superior gained the mastery in the Christian
church; but as a general thing, from the fifth to the twelfth
century, it was the other principle, the choice of the superior by
the subordinate, which still prevailed. And do not be sur-
prised at the co-existence of two principles so dissimilar.
Regard society in general, the natural course of the world,
the manner in which power is transmitted in it, you will
see that this transmission is brought into force sometimes
according to one ot these principles and sometimes according
to the other. The church did not originate them; she found
them in the providential government of human things, and
thence she borrowed them. There is truth and utility in
each of them; their combination will often be the best means
of discovering the legitimate power. It is a great misfor-
tune, in my opinion, that one ot these two, the choice of the
interior by the superior, should have gained the mastery in
the church; the second, however, has never entirely pre-
vailed; and under various names, with more or less suc-
cess, it has been reproduced in all epochs, so as at all events
to enter protest and interrupt prescription.

1 he Christian church derived, at the epoch which occupies
us, immense strength from its respect for equality and legiti-
mate superiorities. It was the most popular society, the
most accessible and open to all kinds of talent, to all the
no ile ambitions ot human nature. Thence arose its power,mUch mo

f
e than from its riches, or from the illegitimate

means which it has too often employed.

^
le ®econd condition of a good government,

respect for liberty, there was much to wish for in the church.

_

wo e principles met in it; the one avowed, and, as it
were, incorporated in the doctrines of the church; the other



96 HISTORY OF

introduced into it by human weakness, and not as a legitimate
consequence of doctrines.

I lie first was the denial of the right of individual
reason, the pretension to transmit creeds down through
the whole religious society, without an)' one having the right
to judge for himself. It was easier to lay down this prin-
ciple than to make it actually prevail. A conviction does
not enter into the human intellect unless the intellect admits
it; it must make itself acceptable. In whatever form it pre-
sents itself, and whatever name it evokes, reason weighs it;

and if the creed prevail, it is from being accepted by reason.
Thus, under whatever form they may be concealed, the action

of the individual reason is always exerted upon the
ideas which arc sought to be imposed upon it. It is very true
that reason may be altered; it may to a certain extent abdi-

cate and mutilate itself; it may be induced to make an ill use
of its faculties, or not to put in force all the use of them to which
it has a right ; such, indeed, has been the consequence of the ill

principle admitted by the church ; but as regards the pure
and complete influence of this principle, it never has been,

and never can be, put into full force.

The second evil principle is, the right of constraint which
the church arrogates to herself,—a right contrary to the very
nature of religious society, to the very origin of the church,

and her primitive maxims,—a right which has been disputed

by many of the most illustrious fathers, St. Ambrose, St.

Hilary, St. Martin, but which has, notwithstanding, prevailed

and become a dominant fact. The pretension of forcing to

believe, if two such words can stand in juxta-position, or of

physically punishing belief, the persecution of heresy,

contempt for the legitimate liberty of human thought, this

is an error which was introduced into the church even before

the fifth century; and dearly has it cost her.

If, then, we consider the church in relation to the liberty

of her members, we perceive that her principles in this

respect were less legitimate and less salutary than those

which presided at the formation of the ecclesiastical power.

It must not be supposed, however, that an evil principle

radically vitiates an institution, nor even that it is the cause

of all the evil which it carries in its breast. Nothing more

falsifies history than logic : when the human mind rests
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upon an idea, it draws from it every possible consequence,
makes it produce all the effect it is capable of producing, and
then pictures it in history with the whole retinue. But
things do not happen in this way; events are not so prompt
in their deductions as the human mind. There is in all

things a mixture of good and evil so profound and invin-
cible, that wherever you penetrate, when you descend into
the most hidden elements of society or the soul, you find
there these two orders of existent facts developing them-
selves side by side, combating without exterminating one
another. Human nature never goes to the extremity either
of evil or good; it passes incessantly from one to the other,
erecting itself at the moment when it seems most likely to
fall, and weakening at the moment when its walk seems
firmest. We shall find here that character of discordance,
variety, and strife, which I have remarked as being the fun-
damental characteristic of European civilization.

" There is

still another general tact which characterizes the govern-
ment of the church, and of which it is necessary"to take
notice.

At the present day, when the idea of government presents
itself to us, whatever it may he, we know that there is no pre-
tension of governing other than the external actions of man

—

the civil relations of men among themselves; governments
profess to apply themselves to nothing more. With regard
to human thought, human conscience, and morality, properly
so called, with regard to individual opinions and private
manners, they do not interfere; these fall within the domain
of liberty.

I he Christian church did or wished to do directly the con-
trary

; she undertook to govern the liberty, private manners, and
opinions of individuals. She did not make a code like ours,
to define only actions at once morally culpable and socially
angerous, and only punishing them in proportion as they
bore tins two-fold character. She made a catalogue of all
ac ions lnoi ally culpable, and under the nnme of sins she
punished all with the intention of repressing all; in a word, the
government of the church did not address itself, like modern
&o\ ernmen s, to the external man, to the purely civil relations
o

^

men among t lcmselves; it addressed itself to the internal
man, to the thought and conscience, that is to say, to all that
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is most private to him, most free and rebellious against con-
straint. The church, then, from the very nature of her
enterprise, together with the nature of some of the principles

upon which she founded her government, was in danger of
becoming tyrannical, and of employing illegitimate force.

But at the same time the force encountered a resistance which
it could not vanquish. However little movement and space
are left them, human thought and liberty energetically re-act

against all attempts to subdue them, and at every moment
compel the very despotism which they endure to abdicate.

Thus it happened in the bosom of the Christian church.

You have seen the proscription of heresy, the condemnation
of the right of inquiry, the contempt for individual reason,

and the principle of the imperative transmission of doctrines

upon authority. AYell ! show one society in which individual

reason has been more boldly developed than in the church!

What are sects and heresies, if they are not the fruit of

individual opinions? Sects and heresies, all the party of

opposition in the church, are the incontestable proof of the

moral life and activity which reigned in it; a life tempestuous

and painful, overspread with perils, errors, crimes, but noble

and powerful, and one that has given rise to the finest de-

velopments of mind and intellect. Leave the opposition,

look into the ecclesiastical government itself; you -will find

it constituted and acting in a manner very different from

what some of its principles seem to indicate. It denied the

right of inquiry, and wished to deprive individual reason of

its liberty; and yet it is to reason that it incessantly appeals,

and liberty is its dominant fact. What are its institutions

and means of action? provincial councils, national councils,

general councils, a continual correspondence, the incessant

publication of letters, admonitions, and writings. Never did

a government proceed to such an extent by discussion and

common deliberation. We might suppose ourselves in the heart

of the Greek schools of philosophy; and yet it was no mere

discussion, or seeking for truth that was at issue; it involved

questions of authority, of adopting measures, of promulga-

ting decrees; in fine, of a government. But such in the very

heart of this government was the energy of intellectual life,

that it became the dominant and universal fact, to which all
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others gave way; and what shone forth on all sides, was the

exercise of reason and liberty.

I am far from inferring that these bad principles which I
have attempted to set forth, and which, in my opinion, existed

in the system of the church, remained in it without effect.

At the epoch which now occupies us, they already bore but
too bitter fruit, and were destined at a later period to bear
fruit still more bitter: but they have not accomplished all the
evil of which they were capable, they have not stifled all the
good which grew in the same soil. Such was the church,
considered in itself, in its internal construction and nature.
I now pass to its relations witli the sovereigns, the masters of
temporal power. This is the second point of view under
which I promised to consider it.

When the Empire fell—when, instead of the ancient Roman
system, the government, in the midst of which the church had
taken birth, with which she had arisen, and had habits in
common, and ancient ties, she found herself exposed to those
barbarian kings and chiefs who wandered over the land, or
remained fixed in their castles, and to whom neither tradi-
tions, creeds, nor sentiments, could unite her; her danger was
great, and as great was her terror.

A single idea became dominant in the church: this was
to take possession of the new comers, to convert them. The
relations between the church and the barbarians had, at first,
scarcely any other aim. In influencing the barbarians, it was
necessary that their senses and their imagination should be
appealed to. We therefore find at this epoch a great augment-
ation in the number, pomp, and variety of the ceremonies of
worship. The chronicles prove that this was the chief means
by which the church acted upon the barbarians; she con-
verted them by splendid spectacles. When they were esta-
blished and converted, and when there existed some ties
between them and the church, she did not cease to run many
dangers on their part. The brutality and recklessness of the

wkh wWTC SUCb> *at the new creeds and sentiments

_vp..
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were mspired exercised but little empire

t|.p n
Vl
lence soon reassumed the upper hand, and

t e church, like the rest of society, was its victim. For her
defence she proclaimed a principle formerly laid down under
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the Empire, although more vaguely,—this was the separation

of’ the spiritual from the temporal power, and their reciprocal

independence. It was by the aid of this principle that the church
lived freely in connexion with the barbarians; she maintained
that force could not act upon the system of creeds, hopes, and
religious promises; that the spiritual world and the temporal

world were entirely distinct. You inay at once see the salu-

tary consequences resulting from this principle. Independ-
ently of its temporal utility to the church, it had this ines-

timable effect, of bringing about, on the foundation of right,

the separation of powers, and of controlling them by means of

each other. Moreover, in sustaining the independence of

the intellectual world, as a general thing, in its whole extent,

the church prepared the way for the independence of the

individual intellectual world,—the independence of thought.

The church said that the system of religious creeds could not

fall under the yoke of force; and each individual was led to

apply to his own case the language of the church. The
principle of free inquiry, of liberty of individual thought, is

exactly the same as that of the independence of general

spiritual authority, with regard to temporal power.

Unhappily, it is easy to pass from the desire for liberty to

the lust for domination. It thus happened within the bosom
of the church; by the natural development of ambition and

human pride, the church attempted to establish, not only the

independence of spiritual power, but also its domination over

temporal power. But it must not be supposed that this pre-

tension had no other source than in the weaknesses of human
nature; there were other more profound sources which it is

of importance to know.

When liberty reigns in the intellectual world; when thought

and human conscience are not subjected to a power which

disputes their right to debate and decide, or employs force

against them; when there is no visible and constituted spiri-

tual government, claiming and exercising the right to dictate

opinions; then the idea of the domination of the spiritual over

the temporal order is impossible. Nearly such is the pre-

sent state of the world. But when there exists, as there did

exist in the tenth century, a government of the spiritual

order; when thought and conscience come under laws, in-

stitutions, and powers, which arrogate to themselves the right
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of commanding and constraining them; in a word, when
spiritual power is constituted, when it actually takes posses-

sion of human reason and conscience, in the name of right

and force, it is natural that it should be led to assume the

domination over the temporal order, that it should say:

—

“How! I have right and iniluence over that which is most
elevated and independent in man; over his thought, his in-

ternal will, and his conscience, and shall I not have right over

his exterior, material, and passing interests! I am the inter-

preter of justice and truth, and am I not allowed to regulate

worldly affairs according to justice and truth?” In very
virtue of this reasoning, the spiritual order was sure to

attempt the usurpation of the temporal order. And this was
the more certain from the fact that the spiritual order em-
braced every development of human thought at that time; there
was but one science, and that was theology; but one spiritual

order, the theological; all other sciences, rhetoric, arithmetic,

even music, all was comprised in theology.

The spiritual power, thus finding itself at the head of all

the activity of human thought, naturally arrogated to itself the
government of the world. A second cause tended as power-
fully to this end—the frightful state of the temporal order,

the violence and iniquity which prevailed in the government
of temporal societies.

We, for many centuries, have spoken at our ease of the
rights of temporal power; but at the epoch under considera-
tion, the temporal was mere force, ungovernable brigandage.
The church, however imperfect her notions still were con-
cerning morality and justice, was infinitely superior to such
a temporal government as this; the cries of the people con-
tinually pressed her to take its place. When a pope, or the
bishops, proclaimed that a prince had forfeited his rights, and
that his subjects were absolved from their oath of fidelity, this
intervention,, without doubt subject to various abuses, was
often, in particular cases, legitimate and salutary. In general,
w en liberty has failed mankind, it is religion that has had
ic c arge.of replacing it. In the tenth century, the people

were not in a state to defend themselves, and so make their
ri
?

!

3 available against civil violence: religion, in the name
o eaven, interfered. This is one of the causes which have
most contributed to the victories of the theocratical principle.
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There is a third, which I think is too seldom remarked: the
complexity of situation of the heads of the church, the variety
of aspects under which they have presented themselves in

society. On one hand, they were prelates, members of the
ecclesiastical order, and part of the spiritual power, and by’this

title independent; on the other, they were vassals, and, as such,

engaged in the bonds of civil feudalism. This is not all;

besides being vassals, they were subjects; some portion of the
ancient relations between theHoman emperors, and the bishops,

and the clergy, had now passed into those between the clergy

and the barbarian sovereigns. By a series of causes which
it would be too tedious to develop, the bishops had been led

to regard, up to a certain point, the barbarian sovereigns as

the successors of the Roman emperors, and to attribute to

them all their prerogatives. The chiefs of the clergy, then,

had a three-fold character: an ecclesiastical character, and
as such, an independent one ; a feudal character, one,

as such, bound to certain duties, and holding by certain

services; and, lastly, the character of a simple subject, and
as such, bound to obey an absolute sovereign. Now mark
the result. The temporal sovereigns, who were not less

covetous and ambitious than the bishops, availed themselves of

their rights as lords or sovereigns, to encroach upon the spiritual

independence, and to seize upon the collation of benefices,

the nomination of bishops, &c. The bishops, on their side,

often entrenched themselves in their spiritual independence,

in order to escape their obligations as vassals or subjects;

so that, on either hand, there was an almost inevitable

tendency which led the sovereigns to destroy spiritual inde-

pendence, and the heads of the church to make spiritual

independence a means of universal domination.

The result has been shown in facts of which no one is

ignorant: in the quarrels concerning investitures, and in the

struggle between the priesthood and the empire. The various

situations of the heads of the church, and the difficulty of

reconciling them, were the real sources of the uncertainty and

contest of these pretensions.

Lastly, the church had a third relation with the sovereigns,

which was for her the least favourable and the most unfortu-

nate of them all. She laid claim to coaction, to the right of

restraining and punishing heresy; but she had no means of
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doing tliisj she had not at her disposal a physical force; when
she had condemned the heretic, she had no means of executing

judgment upon him. AVhat could she do? She invoked the

aid of what was called the secular arm; she borrowed the

force of civil power, as a means of coaction. And she

thereby placed herself, in regard to civil power, in a situation

of dependence and inferiority. A deplorable necessity to

which she was reduced by the adoption of the evil principle
of coaction and persecution.

It remains for me to make you acquainted with the rela-

tions of the church with the people; what principles were
prevalent in them, and what consequences have thence resulted
to civilization in general. I shall afterwards attempt to

verify the inductions we have here drawn from the nature
of its institutions and principles, by means of history, facts,

and the vicissitudes of the destiny of the church from the fifth

to the twelfth century.
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SIXTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Separation of the governing and the governed party

in the church—Indirect influence of the laity upon the clergy—The

clergy recruited from all conditions of society—Influence of the church

upon the public order and upon legislation—The penitential system

—

The development of the human mind is entirely theological—The church

usually ranges itself on the side of power—Not to bd wondered at ;
the

aim of religions is to regulate human liberty—Different states of the

church, from the fifth to the twelfth century—1st. The imperial church

—2nd. The barbaric church ;
development of the separating principle

of the two powers ; the monastic order—3rd. The feudid church ; at-

tempts at organization
;
want of reform

;
Gregory VII.—The theocratical

church—Regeneration of the spirit of inquiry ;
Abailard—Movement

of the boroughs—No connexion between these two facts.

We were unable, at our last meeting, to terminate the inquiry

into the state of the church from the fifth to the twelfth

century. After having decided that it should be considered

under three principal aspects,—first, in itself alone, in its

internal constitution, and in its nature as a distinct and inde-

pendent society; next, in its relations to the sovereign and

the temporal power; and lastly, in its relations with the

people,—we have only accomplished the two first divisions of

this task. It now remains for me to make you acquainted

with the church in its relations with the people. I shall

afterwards endeavour to draw from this three-fold inquiry a

general idea of the influence of the church upon European

civilization from the fifth to the twelfth century. And lastly,

we will verify our assertions by an examination of the facts,

by the history of the church itself at that epoch.

You will easily understand that, in speaking of the relations

of the church with the people, I am forced to confine myself
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to very general terms. I cannot enter into a detail of the

practices of the church, or of the daily relations of the clergy

with the faithful. It is the dominant principles and grand
etfects of the system and of the conduct of the church towards

the Christian people, that I have to place before you.

The characteristic fact, and, it must so be called, the

radical vice of the relations of the church with the people, is

the separation of the governing and the governed, the non-
influence of the governed in their government, the independ-
ence of the Christian clergy with regard to the faithful.

This evil must have been provoked by the state of
man and of society, for we find it introduced into the
Christian church at a very early period. The separation

of the clergy and the Christian people was not entirely

consummated at the epoch under consideration; there was,
on certain occasions, in the election of bishops for instance,

at least in some cases, a direct intervention of the Chris-
tian people in its government. But this intervention
became by degrees more weak, and of more rare occurrence;
it was from the second century of our era that it began visibly

and rapidly to decline. The tendency to the isolation and
independence ot the clergy is, in a measure, the history of
the church itself, from its very cradle. From thence, it

cannot be denied, arose the greater portion of those abuses
which, at this epoch, and still more at a later period, have
cost so deal’ to the church. We must not, however, impute
them solely to this, nor regard this tendency to isolation as
peculiar to the Christian clergy. There is in the very nature
ot religious society a strong inclination to raise the governing
far above the governed, to attribute to the former some-
thing distinct and divine. This is the effect of the very
mission with which they are charged, and of the character
under which they present themselves to the eyes of people,
anc »uc i an effect is more grievous in the religious society
than in any other. What is it that is at stake with the
^overne . 1 heir reason, their conscience, their future destiny,
la is to saj, all that is most near to them, most individual,

and most free. We can conceive, to a certain point, that
a long i great evil may result therefrom, a man may abandon
o an ex erna authority the direction of his material interests,
and his temporal destiny. We can understand the philo-
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sopher, who, when they came to tell him that his house was on
fire, answered, “ Go and inform my wife; I do not meddle in the
household affairs.” But, when it extends to the conscience, the
thought, and the internal existence, to the abdication of self-

government, to the delivering oneself to a foreign power, it is

truly a moral suicide, a servitude a hundred-fold worse than
that of the body, or than that of the soil. Such, however, was
the evil which, without prevailing entirely, as I shall imme-
diately show, gradually usurped the Christian church in its re-

lations with the faithful. You have already seen that, for the

clergy themselves, and in the very heart of the church,
there was no guarantee for liberty. It was far worse beyond
the church, and among the laity. Among ecclesiastics, there

was, at least, discussion, deliberation, and a display of indi-

vidual faculties; there the excitement of contest supplied, in

some measure, the want of liberty. There was none of this

between the clergy and the people. The laity took part in

the government of the church as mere spectators. Thus
we see springing up and prevailing at a very early period,

the idea that theology and religious questions and affairs, are

the privileged domain of the clergy; that the clergy alone

have the right, not only of deciding, but of taking part

therein at all; that in any case the laity can have no kind of

right to interfere. At the period under consideration, this

theory was already in full power; centuries, and terrible revo-

lutions were necessary to conquer it, to bring back within

the public domain, religious questions and science.

In principle, then, as well as in fact, the legal separation of

the clergy and the Christian people was almost consummated
before the twelfth century.

I would not have you suppose, however, that even at this

epoch the Christian people were entirely without influence in

its government. The legal intervention was wanting, but

not influence—that is almost impossible in any government,

still more so in a government founded upon a belief common
both to the governing and the governed. Wherever this

community of ideas is developed, or wherever a similar in-

tellectual movement prevails with the government and the

people, there must necessarily exist a connexion between

them, which no vice in the organization can entirely destroy.
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To explain myself clearly, I will take an example near to us,

and from the political order: at no epocli in the history of

France has the French people had less legal influence on its

government, by means of institutions, than in the seven-

teenth and eighteenth centuries, under Louis XIV. and
Louis XV.
No one is ignorant that at this period nearly all oflicial

and direct influence of the country in the exercise of authority

had perished; yet there can be no doubt that the people and
the country then exercised upon the government far more
influence than in other times—in the times, for instance,

when the states-general were so often convoked, when the

parliament took so important a part in politics, and when the

legal participation of the people in power was much greater.

It is because there is a force which cannot be inclosed by
laws, which, when need is, can dispense with institutions: it

is the force of ideas, of the public mind and opinion. In
France, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, there was
a public opinion which was much more powerful than at any
other epoch. Although deprived of the means of acting

legally upon the government, it acted indirectly by the empire
of ideas, which were common alike to the governing and the

governed, and by the impossibility which the governing felt

of taking no note of the opinion of the governed. A similar

fact happened in the Christian church from the fifth to the
twelfth century; the Christian people, it is true, were de-
ficient in legal action, but there was a great movement of mind
in religious matters— this movement brought the laity and
the ecclesiastics into conjunction, and by this means the
people influenced the clergy.

In all cases in the study of history, it is necessary to hold,
as highly valuable, indirect influences; they are much more
efficacious, and sometimes more salutary, than is generally
supposed. It is natural that men should wish their actions
to be prompt and evident, should desire the pleasure of partici-
pating in their success, power, and triumph. This is not
alw ays possible, not always even useful. There are times
and situations in which indirect and unseen influences are
alone desirable and practicable. I will take another example
from the political order. More than once, especially in 1 G41 ,
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the English parliament, like many other assemblies in similar
crises, has claimed the right of nominating directly the chief
officers of the crown, the ministers, councillors of state, &c.;
it regarded this direct action in the government as an
immense and valuable guarantee. It has sometimes exer-
cised this prerogative, and always with bad success. The
selections were ill concerted, and affairs ill governed. But
how is it in England at the present day? Is it not the in-
fluence of parliament which decides the formation of the
ministry, and the nomination of all the great officers of
the crown? Certainly; but then it is an indirect and general
influence, instead of a special intervention. The end at

which England has long aimed is gained, but by different

means; the first means which were tried had never acted
beneficially.

There is a reason for this, concerning which I ask your
permission to detain you for a moment. Direct action

supposes, in those to whom it is confided, far more en-
lightenment, reason, and prudence: as they are to attain the
end at once, and without delay, it is necessary that they
should be certain of not missing that end. Indirect in-

fluences, on the contrary, are only exercised through

obstacles, and after tests which restrain and rectify them;
before prospering, they are condemned to undergo discussion,

and to see themselves opposed and controlled; they triumph

but slowly, and, in a measure, conditionally. For this reason,

when minds are not sufficiently advanced and ripened to

guarantee their direct action being taken with safety, in-

direct influences, although often insufficient, are still prefer-

able. It was thus that the Christian people influenced their

government, very incompletely, in much too limited an extent,

I am convinced—but still they influenced it.

Tliere was also another cause ofapproximation between the

church and the people; this was the dispersion, so to speak,

of the Christian clergy amongst all social conditions. Almost
everywhere, when a church has been constituted inde-

pendently of the people whom it governed, the body of priests

has been formed of men nearly in the same situation ; not

that great inequalities have not existed among them, but, upon

the whole, the government has appertained to colleges of

priests living in common, and governing, from the depths of
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the temple, the people under their law. The Christian church
was quite differently organized. From the miserable habi-
tation of the serf, at the loot of the feudal castle, to the king’s
palace itself, everywhere there was a priest, a member of
the clergy. The clergy was associated with all human con-
ditions. This diversity in the situation of the Christian
priests, this participation in all fortunes, has been a grand
principle of union between the clergy and the laity, a prin-
ciple which has been wanting in most churches invested
with power. The bishops and chiefs of the Christian clergy
were, moreover, as you have seen, engaged in the feudal
organization, and were members, at one and the same time,
of a civil and of an ecclesiastical hierarchy. Hence it was
that the same interests, habits, and manners, became com-
mon to both the civil and religious orders. There has been
much complaint, and with good reason, of bishops who
have gone to war, of priests who have led the life of lay-
men. Of a verity, it was a great abuse, but still an abuse far
less grievous than was, elsewhere, the existence of those
priests who never left the temple, and whose life was totally
separated from that of the community. Bishops, in some
\\ay mixed up in civil discords, were far more serviceable
than priests who were total strangers to the population, to all
its affairs and its manners. Under this connexion, there was
established between the clergy and the Christian people a
parity of destiny and situation, which, if it did not correct,
at least lessened the evil of the separation between the
governing and the governed.

This separation being once admitted, and its limits deter-
mined (the attainment of which object I have just attempted)
let us investigate the manner in which the Christian church
was governed, and in what way it acted upon the people under
its command. On the one hand, how it tended to the develop-ment ot man, and the internal progress of the individual; and

condition

1"’^ U tended t0 thc amelioration of the social

As regards the development of the individual, I do notu ', coriec y speaking, that, at the epoch under considera-
tion, the church troubled itself much in the matter; it endea-
voured to inspire the powerful of the world with milder
sentiments, and with more justice in their relations with the
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weak; it maintained in the weak a moral life, together with
sentiments and desires of a more elevated order than those to
which their daily destiny condemned them. Still, for the
development of the individual, properly so called, and for in-

creasing the worth of man’s personal nature, I do not think
that at this period the church did much, at all events not
among the laity. What it did effect was confined to the
ecclesiastical society ; it concerned itself much with the
development of the clergy, and the instruction of the priests;

it had for them schools, and all the institutions which the
deplorable state of society permitted. But they were eccle-

siastical schools destined only for the instruction of the clergy;

beyond this, the church acted only indirectly and by very
dilatory means upon the progress of ideas and manners. It

doubtless provoked general activity of mind, by the career

which it opened to all those whom it judged capable of serving

it; but this was all that it did at this period towards the
intellectual development of the laity.

It worked more, I believe, and that in a more efficacious

manner, towards the amelioration of social society. There can

be no doubt that it struggled resolutely against the great

vices of the social state, against slavery, for instance. It has

often been repeated, that the abolition of slavery among
modern people is entirely due to Christians. That I think is

saying too much : slavery existed for a long period in the

heart of Christian society, without it being particularly

astonished or irritated. A multitude of causes, and a great

development in other ideas and principles of civilization, were
necessary for the abolition of this iniquity of all iniquities.

It cannot be doubted, however, that the church exerted its

influence to restrain it. We have an undeniable proof of

this. The greater part of the forms of enfranchisement, at

various epochs, were based upon religious principles: it is

in the name of religious ideas, upon hopes of the future,

and upon the religious equality of mankind, that enfranchise-

ment has almost always been pronounced.

The church worked equally for the suppression of a crowd of

barbarous customs, and for the amelioration of the criminal and

civil legislation. You know how monstrous and absurd this

legislation then was, despite some principles of liberty in it;

you also know what ridiculous proofs, such as judicial combat.
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and even the simple oaths of a few men, were considered as the

only means of arriving at the truth. The church endeavoured

to substitute in their stead more rational and legitimate means.

I have already spoken of the difference which may be observed

between the laws of the Visigoths, issued chiefly from the

councils of Toledo, and other barbarous laws. It is impos-

sible to compare them without being struck by the immense
superiority of the ideas of the church iu matters of legisla-

tion, justice, and in all that interests the search for truth and

the destiny of mankind. Doubtless many of these ideas were

borrowed from the Roman legislation; but had not the church

preserved and defended them, if it had not worked their pro-

pagation, they would, doubtless, have perished. For example,

as regards the employment of the oath in legal procedure;

open the law of the Visigoths, and you will see with what
wisdom it is used :

“ Let the judge, that he may understand the cause, iirst

interrogate the witnesses, and afterwards examine the writings,

to the end that the truth may be discovered with more cer-

tainty, and that the oath may not be needlessly administered.

The search for truth requires that the writings on either side

be carefully examined, and that the necessity for the oath,

suspended over the heads of the parties, arrive unexpectedly.

Let the oath be administered only in those cases when the
judge can discover no writings, proof, or other certain evidence
of the truth.” (For. Jud. 1. ii. tit. i. 21.)

In criminal matters, the relation between the punishments
and the offences is determined according to philosophical and
moral notions, which are very just. One may there reco-
gnise the efforts of an enlightened legislator struggling against
the violence and want of reflection of barbarous manners. The
chapter, De cade et morte hominum, compared with laws
corresponding thereto in other nations, is a very remarkable
example. Elsewhere, it is the damage done which seems to
constitute the crime, and the punishment is sought in the
material reparation of pecuniary composition. Here the crime
is reduced to its true, veritable, and moral element, the inten-
tioin The \ arious shades of criminality, absolutely involuntary
homicide, homicide by inadvertency, provoked homicide, homi-
cide with or without premeditation, are distinguished and
denned nearly as correctly as in our codes, and the punish-
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inents vary in just proportion. The justice of the legislator

went still further. lie has attempted, if not to abolish, at

least to lessen the diversity of legal value, established among
men by the laws of barbarism. The only distinction which he
kept up, was that of the free man and the slave. As regards

free men, the punishment varies neither according to the

origin nor the rank of the deceased, but solely according to

the various degrees of moral culpability of the murderer.

With regard to slaves, although not daring to deprive the

master of all right to life and death, he at least attempted

to restrain it, by subjecting it to a public and regular pro-

cedure. The text of the law deserves citation.

“ If no malefactor or accomplice in a crime, should go un-

punished, with how much more reason should we condemn
those who have committed homicide lightly and maliciously !

Therefore, as masters, in their pride, often put their slaves to

death, without fault on their part, it is right that this licence

should be entirely extirpated, and we ordain that the present

law be perpetually observed by all. No master or mistress

can put to death without public trial any of their male or

female slaves, nor any person dependent upon them. If a

slave, or any other servant, shall commit any crime which

will render him liable to capital punishment, his master, or

accuser, shall immediately inform the judge, or the count, or the

duke, of the place where the crime was committed. After an

investigation into the affair, if the crime be proved, let the

culprit undergo, either through the judge or his own master,

the sentence of death which he merits: provided, however,

that if the judge will not put the accused to death, he shall

draw up a capital sentence against him in writing ; and then

it ?hall be in the power of the master either to kill him or

spare his life. At the same time, if the slave by a fatal

audacity, resisting his master, shall strike, or attempt to strike,

him with a weapon or stone, and if the master, while defend-

ing himself, should kill the slave in his rage, the master shall

not receive the punishment due to a homicide; but it must be

proved that this really was the fact, and that, by the testimony

or oath of the slaves, male or female, who may have been

present, and by the oath of the author of the deed himself.

Whoever in pure malice, whether with his own hand or

by that of another, shall kill his slave without public
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judgment, shall be reckoned infamous, and declared inca-

pable of bearing testimony, and shall pass the remainder of his

life in exile or penitence, and his goods shall fall to his nearest

heir, to whom the law accords the inheritance.” (For. Jud.

1. vi. tit. v. 1. 12.)

There is one fact in the institutions of the church, which is

generally not sufficiently remarked: it is the penitential sys-

tem, a system so much the more curious to study in the pre-

sent day, from its being, as regards the principles and appli-

cations of the penal law, exactly in accordance with the ideas

of modern philosophy. If you study the nature of the punish-
ments of the church, and the public penances which were its

principal mode of chastisement, you will see that the chief

object is to excite repentance in the soul of the culprit, and
moral terror in the beholders, by the example. There was
also another idea mixed with it, that of expiation. I know
not, as a general tiling, if it be possible to separate the idea of
expiation from that of punishment, and whether there is not in

all punishment, independently of the necessity of provoking
repentance in the culprit, and of deterring those who might
be tempted to become so, a secret and imperious want to ex-
piate the wrong committed. But, leaving aside this question,
it is evident that repentance and example are the ends pro-
posed by the church in its whole penitential system. Is
not this, also, the end of a truly philosophical legislation?
Is it not in the name of these principles, that the most en-
lightened jurists of this and the past century have advocated
the reform of the European penal legislation? Open their
works, those of Bentham for instance, and you will be sur-
prised by all the resemblances which you will meet with
between the penal means therein proposed, and those em-
ployed by the church. They certainly did not borrow them
from her, nor could she have foreseen that one day her
example would be invoked to aid the plans of the least
devout of philosophers. Lastly, she strove by all sorts of
means to restrain violence and continual warfare in society.\uy one nows what was the truce of God, and numerous
measures of a similar kind, by which the church struggled
against the employment of force, and strove to introduce more
order and gentleness into society. These facts are so well
known, that it is needless for me to enter into details. Such

i
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are the principal points which I have to place before you con-

cerning the relations between the church and the people. We
have considered it under the three aspects which I first an-

nounced; and have gained an inward and out-ward knowledge
of it, both in its internal constitution and its twofold posi-

tion. It now remains for us to deduct from our knowledge,

by means of induction and conjecture, its general influence

upon European civilization. This, if I mistake not, is a work
almost completed, or at least far advanced; the simple an-

nouncement of the dominant facts and principles in the church,

show and explain its influence; the results have, in some
measure, already passed before your eyes with the causes. If,

however, we attempt to recapitulate them, we shall, I think,

be led to two general assertions.

The first is, that the church must have exercised a very

great influence upon the moral and intellectual orders in

modern Europe, upon public ideas, sentiments and manners.

The fact is evident ; the moral and intellectual development

of Europe has been essentially theological. Survey history

from the fifth to the twelfth centuries; it is theology that pos-

sessed and directed the human spirit; all opinions are im-

pressed by theology; philosophical, political, and historical

questions, are all considered under a theological point of view.

So all powerful is the church in the intellectual order, that

even the mathematical and physical sciences are held in sub-

mission to its doctrines. The theological spirit is, in a man-

ner, the blood which ran in the veins of the European world,

down to Bacon and Descartes. For the first time, Bacon in

England, and Descartes in France, carried intelligence beyond

the path of theology.

The same fact is evident in all branches of literature ;

theological habits, sentiments, and language, are manifest at

every step.

Upon the -whole, this influence has been salutary; not only

has it sustained and fertilized the intellectual movement in

Europe, but the system of doctrines and precepts, under the

name of which it implanted the movement, was far superior

to anything with which the ancient world was acquainted.

There was at the same time movement and progress.

The situation of the church, moreover, gave an extent and

a variety to the development of the human mind in the
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modern world, which it had not possessed previously. In the

east, intellect is entirely religious; in Greek society, it is ex-

clusively human; in the one, humanity, properly so called, that

is, its actual nature and destiny, vanishes; in the other, it is

man himself, his actual passions, sentiments, and interests

which occupy the whole stage. In the modern world, the

religious spirit is mixed up with everything, hut it ex-
cludes nothing. Modern intellect has at once the stamp of
humanity and of divinity. Human sentiments and interests

occupy an important place in our literature; and yet the
religious character of man, that portion of his existence which
links him to another world, appears in every step; so thut the
two great sources of man’s development, humanity and reli-

gion, have flowed at one time, and that abundantly; and
despite all the evil and abuses with which it is mixed, despite
many acts of tyranny, regarded in an intellectual point of
view, the inlluence of the church has tended more to develop
than compress, more to extend than to confine.

Under a political point of view, it is otherwise. There can
be no doubt that in softening sentiments and manners, in
crying down and exploding numerous barbarous customs, the
church has powerfully contributed to the amelioration of the
social state; but in the political order, properly so called, as
regards the relations between the government and the subject,
between power and liberty, I do not think that, upon the
whole, her influence has been beneficial. Under this relation,
the church has always presented itself as the interpreter and
defender of two systems, the theocratic or the Roman imperial
system, that is, of despotism, sometimes under a religious, and
sometimes under a civil form. Take all her institutions, and
all her legislation; take her canons and procedure: and you
will always find, as the dominant principle, theocracy or the
empire. If weak, the church sheltered herself under the
absolute power of the emperors; if strong, she claimed the
same absolutism on her own account, in the name of her
spin ua powei . IV e must not confine ourselves to particular
facts or special instances. The church has, doubtless, often
nivo -e e rights of the people against the bad government
o it K)veieigns; and otten even approved of, and provoked
insuircc ion, has often maintained, in face of the sovereign, the
rights and interests of the people. But when the question

I m
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of political guarantees haa arisen between power and liberty,

when the question was of establishing a system of permanent

institutions, which might truly place liberty beyond the

invasions of power, the church has generally ranged upon

the side of despotism.

One need not be much astonished at this, nor charge the

clergy with too great a degree of human weakness, nor sup-

pose it a vice peculiar to the Christian church. There is a

more profound and power! ul cause. What does a religion

pretend to? It pretends to govern the human passions and

the human will. All religion is a restraint, a power, a

government. It comes in the name ol divine law, for

the purpose of subduing human nature. It is human liberty,

then, with which it chiefly concerns itself; it is human liberty

which resists it, and which it wishes to overcome. Such is

the enterprise of religion, such its mission and its hope.

It is true, that although human liberty is what religions

concern themselves with, although they aspire to the re-

formation of the will of man, they have no moral means

of acting upon him but through himself, by his own will.

When they act by external means, by force, seduction,

or any means, in fact, which are foreign to the free con-

currence of man, when they treat him as they would water

or wind, as a material power, they do not attain their

end, they neither reach nor govern the human will. For

religions to accomplish what they attempt, they must make

themselves acceptable to liberty itself; it is needful that

man should submit, but he must do so voluntarily and

freely, and must preserve his liberty in the very heart of his

submission. This is the double problem which religions are

called upon to solve.

This they have too often overlooked; they have con-

sidered liberty as an obstacle, not as a means; they have

forgotten the nature of the force to which they address

themselves, and have treated the human soul as they would a

material force. It is in following this error that they have

almost always been led to range themselves on the side of

power and despotism against human liberty, regarding it only

as an adversary, and taking more pains to subdue than to

secure it. If religions had turned their means of action

to -mod account, if they had not allowed themselves to be

carried away by a natural but deceitful inclination, they
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would have seen that it is necessary to guarantee liberty in

order to regulate it morally; that religion cannot, nor ought to

act except by moral means; they would have respected the

will of man in applying themselves to govern it. This they

have too often forgotten, and religious power has ended in

itself suffering as much as liberty.

I will go no further in the examination of the general

consequence of the influence of the church upon European
civilization. I have recapitulated them in this twofold

result; a great and salutary influence upon the social and
moral order, an influence rather unfortunate than beneficial

on the political order, properly so called. We have now to

verify our assertions by facts, to verify by history that which
wre have deduced from the mere nature and situation of the
ecclesiastical society. Let us see what was the fate of the
Christian church from the fifth to the twelfth century, and
whether the principles which I have jdaced before you, and
the results which I have attempted to draw from them, were
really developed, as I have ventured to describe.

You should be careful not to suppose that these principles

and consequences have appeared at the same periods, and
with the same distinctness that I have represented them. It

is a great and too common an error, when considering the
past at the distance of many centuries, to forget the moral
chronology, to forget (singular obliviousness!) that history is

essentially successive. Take the life of a man, of Cromwell,
Gustavus Adolphus, or cardinal Richelieu, lie enters upon
his career, he moves and progresses; he influences great
events, and he in his turn is influenced by them; he arrives
at the goal. We then know him; but it is in his whole, it is,

as it were, such as he has issued after much labour from
the workshop of Providence. But at starting lie was not
what he has thus become; he has never been complete and
finished at any single period of his life; he has been formed
progressively. Men are formed morally as physically; they
change daily; their being modifies itself without ceasing; the
Cromwell of 1650 was not the Cromwell of 1640. There
is a w aj s a groundwork of individuality

; it is always the
same man who perseveres; but how changed are his ideas,
sen iments, and will! What things has he lost, and acquired!
At whatever moment we look upon the life of man, there is
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no time when it has been what we shall see it when its term
is attained.

It is here, however, that most historians have fallen into

error; because they have gained one complete idea of man,
they see him such throughout the whole course of his career.

For them, it is the same Cromwell Avho enters parliament
in 1628, and who dies thirty years afterwards in the palace of

Whitehall. And with regard to institutions and general in-

fluences, they incessantly commit the same error. Let us guard
against it; I have represented to you the principles of the
church in their entirety, and the development of the conse-

quences. But remember that historically the picture is not

correct; all has been partial and successive, cast here and
there over space and time. We must not expect to find this

uniformity, this prompt and systematic connexion, in the

recital of facts. Here we shall see one principle springing

up, there another; all will be incomplete, unequal, and dis-

persed. We must come to modern times, to the end of the

career, before we shall find the entire result. I shall now
place before you the various states through which the church

passed between the fifth and the twelfth century. We can-

not collect an entire demonstration of the assertions which

I have placed before you, but we shall see sufficient to

enable us to presume they are legitimate.

The first condition in which the church appears at the

fifth century is the imperial state, the church of the Roman
empire. When the Roman empire was on the decline, the

church thought herself at the term of her career, and that her

triumph was accomplished. It is true, she had completely

vanquished paganism. The last emperor who took the rank

of sovereign pontiff, which was a pagan 'dignity, was the

emperor Gratian, who died at the end of the fourth century.

Gratian Avas called sovereign pontiff, like Augustus and

Tiberius. The church likewise thought herself at the end

of her struggle Avith the heretics, especially Avith the Arians,

the chief heretics of the day. The emperor Theodosius,

towards the end of the fourth century, instituted against

them a complete and severe legislation. The church then

enjoyed the government and the victory over its two most

formidable enemies. It Avas at this moment that she suav the

Roman empire fail her, and found herself in the presence
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of other pagans and heretics, in the presence of the bar-

barians, Goths, Vandals, Burgundians, and Franks. The
fall was immense. You may easily conceive the lively

attachment for the empire which must have been preserved

in the bosom of the church. Thus we see her strongly

adhering to what remained of it—to the municipal system
and to absolute power. And when she had converted the

barbarians, she attempted to resuscitate the empire; she

addressed herself to the barbarous kings, conjured them to

become Roman emperors, to take all the rights belonging to

them, and enter into the same relations with the church as

that which she had maintained with the Roman empire.
This was the work of the bishops between the fifth and the

sixth centuries, the general state of the church.

This attempt could not be successful; there were no means
of re-forming the Roman society with barbarians. Like
the civil world, the church herself fell into barbarism. This
was its second state. When one compares the writings of
the ecclesiastical chroniclers of the eighth century with those
of preceding ages, the difference is immense. Every wreck
of Roman civilization had disappeared, even the language;
everything felt itself, as it were, cast into barbarism. On the
one hand, barbarians entered the clerical order, and became
priests and bishops; and on the other hand, the bishops adopted
a life ot barbarism, and without quitting their bishoprics,

placed themselves at the head of bands, overrunning the
country, pillaging, and making war, like the companions of
Clovis. \ ou will find in Gregory of Tours mention of several
bishops, among others Salonus and Sagittarius, who thus
passed their lives.

lwo important facts developed themselves in the bosom of
this barbarous church. The first is, the separation of spiritual
and temporal power. This principle took its rise at this epoch.
-Nothing could be more natural. The church not having suc-
cect eil in resuscitating the absolute power of the Roman empire,
and sharing it herself, was forced to seek safety in indepen-
t cnee. It was necessary that she should defend herself on
alt sides, lor she was continually threatened. Each bishop and
pne&t saw his barbarous neighbours incessantly interfering
in t e affairs of the church, to usurp her riches, lands, and
power; her only means of defence was to say, “ The spiritual
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order is totally separate from the temporal; you have not
the right to interfere in its affairs.” This principle, above
all others, became the defensive arm of the church against
barbarism.

A second important fact belonged to this epoch, the develop-
ment of the monastic order in the west. It is known that at

the commencement ofthe sixth century, St. Benedict instituted

his order among the monks of the west, who were then trifling

in number, but who have since prodigiously increased. The
monks at this epoch were not members of the clergy, they were
still regarded as laymen. No doubt priests, or even bishops,

were sought for among them; but it was only at the end of the

fifth and beginning of the sixth century, that the monks, in

general, were considered as forming a part of the clergy, pro-

perly so called. We then find that priests and bishops

became monks, believing that by so doing they made a fresh

progress in religious life. Thus the monastic order in Europe
took all at once a great development. The monks struck the

fancy of the barbarians far more than the secular clergy.

Their number was as imposing as their singularity of life.

The secular clergy, the bishop or simple priest, were common
to the imagination of the barbarians, who were accustomed

to see, maltreat, and rob them. It was a much more serious

affair to attack a monastery, where so many holy men wrere

congregated in one holy place. The monasteries, during the

barbaric epoch, were an asylum for the church, as the church

was for the laity. Pious men there found a refuge, as in the

east they sheltered themselves in the Thebaid, to escape a

worldly life and the temptations of Constantinople.

Such are the two great Tacts in the history of the church,

which belong to the barbaric epoch; on one side, the de-

velopment of the principle df separation between the spiritual

and temporal power; on the other, the development of the

monastic system in the west.

Towards the end of the barbaric epoch, there was a new
attempt to resuscitate the Homan empire made by Charle-

magne. The church and the civil sovereign again contracted a

close alliance. This was an epoch of great docility, and hence

one of great progress for papacy. The attempt again failed,

and the empire of Charlemagne fell; but the advantages which

the church had gained from his alliance still remained with
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her. Papacy found herself definitively at the head of Chris-
tianity.

On the death of Charlemagne, chaos recommenced; the
church again fell into it as well as civil society, and only left

it to enter the frame of feudalism. This was its third state.

By the dissolution of the empire of Charlemagne, there hap-
pened almost the same thing in the ecclesiastical order as in
the civil order; all unity disappeared, all became local, par-
tial, and individual. There then commenced in the situation
of the clergy a struggle which it had never experienced
before. This was the struggle between the sentiments and
interests of the fief-holder, and the sentiments and in-
terests of the priest. The chiefs of the church were placed
between these two positions, each tended to overcome the
other; the ecclesiastical spirit was no longer so powerful
or so universal; individual interest became more influential,
and the desire for independence and the habits of a feudal
life, loosened the ties of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. There
was then made in the bosom of the church an attempt to
remedy the effects of this relaxation. They sought in
various quarters, by a system of federation, and by communal
assemblies and deliberations, to organise national churches.
It is at this epoch, and under the feudal system, that we find
the greatest number of councils, convocations, and ecclesias-
tical assemblies, both provincial and national. It was in
Trance, more especially, that this attempt at unity seemed
followed with the greatest ardour. Hincmar, archbishop of
Rheims, may perhaps be considered as the representative of
this idea. His constant care was to organise the French
church; he sought and put in force all the means of corre-
spondence and union which might bring back some unity into
the feudal church. We find Hincmar maintaining on theone side the independence of the church -with regard to itsempoia power, and on the other its independence with

1° paPucy; it was he who, knowing that the pope
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creasing. Each bishop, prelate, and abbot, isolated himself more
and more within his diocese or his monastery. The disorder
increased from the same cause. This was the time of the
greatest abuses ol simony, of the entirely arbitrary disposition
of ecclesiastical benefices, and of the greatest looseness of
manners among the priests. This disorder greatly shocked
the people and the better portion of the clergy. We thence
see at an early time, a certain spirit of reform appear in
the church, and the desire to seek some authority which
could rally all these elements, and impose law upon them.
Claude, bishop of Turin, and Agobard, archbishop of Lyons,
originated in their dioceses some attempts of this nature; but
they were not in a condition to accomplish such a work.
There was within the whole church but one force adequate
to it, and that was the court of Rome, the papacy. It was,
therefore, not long ere it prevailed. The church passed
during the course of the eleventh century into its fourth
state, that of the theocratical or monastical church. The
creator of this new form of church, in so far as a man can
create, was Gregory VII.
We are accustomed, to represent to ourselves Gregory

VII. as a man who wished to render all things immove-
able, as an adversary to intellectual development and
social progress, and as a man who strove to maintain the
world in a stationary or retrograding system. Nothing
can be so false. Gregory VII. was a reformer upon the

plan of despotism, as were Charlemagne and • Peter the

Great. He, in the ecclesiastical order, was almost what
Charlemagne in France, and Peter the Great in Russia were
in the civil order. He wished to reform the church, and
through the church to reform society, to introduce therein

more morality, more justice, and more law—he wished to

effect this through the holy see, and to its profit.

At the same time that he strove to subject the civil world
to the church, and the church to papacy, with an aim of

reform and progress, and not one of immobility or retro-

gression, an attempt of the same kind, and a. similar move-
ment, was produced in the heart of monasteries. The desire

for order, discipline, and moral strictness, was zealously

shown. It was at this period that Robert de Moleme intro-

duced a severe order at Citeaux. This was the age of St.
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Norbert and the reform of the prebendaries, of the reform of

Cluni; and lastly, ofthe great reform of St. Bernard. A general

ferment reigned in the monasteries; the old monks defended
themselves, declared it to be an injurious thing, said that

their liberty was in danger, that the manners of the times
must be complied with, that it was impossible to return to

the primitive church, and treated all the reformers as mad-
men, dreamers, and tyrants. Open the history of Normandy,
by Orderic Vital, and you will continually meet with these

complaints.

All therefore seemed tending to the advantage of the
church, to its unity and power. While papacy sought to

seize upon the government of the world, and while monasteries
reformed themselves in a moral point of view, some powerful
though isolated men claimed for human reason its right to be
considered as something in man, and its right to interfere
in his opinions. The greater part of them did not attack
received doctrines nor religious creeds; they only said that
reason had a right to test them, and that it did not suffice

that they should be affirmed upon authority. John Erigena,
Roscelin, and Abailard were the interpreters through whom
reason once more began to claim her inheritance; these were
the first authors of the movement of liberty which is associated
with the movement of reform of Hildebrand and St. Bernard.
When we seek the dominant character of this movement, we
find that it is not a change of opinion, or a revolt against the
system of public creeds—it is simply the right of reasoning
claimed on the behalf of reason. The pupils of Abailard
asked him, as he himself tells us in his bitroduction to Theo-
ry!/, “ tor philosophical argument calculated to satisfy the
reason, supplicating him to instruct them, not to repeat what
e taught them, but to understand it; because nothing can be

believed without being understood, and it is ridiculous to
preach things which neither he who professes, nor thosewhom he teaches, can understand To what purpose
were the study of philosophy, if not to lead to the study of
.’ t0
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things should be referred? With what

view are t ic faithful permitted to read the writings which
iea o le age and the books of the Gentiles, unless to pre-

jiaie lem or understanding the Holy Scriptures, and the
necessary capacity for defending them? In this view, it is
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especially necessary to be aided with all the force of reason, so
as to prevent, upon questions so difficult and complicated as
arc those which form the object of the Christian faith, the
subtilties of its enemies from easily contriving to adulterate

the purity of our faith.”

The importance of this first attempt at liberty, this re-

generation of the spirit of inquiry, was soon felt. Although
occupied in reforming herself, the church did not the less

take the alarm. She immediately declared war against these

new reformers, whose methods menaced her more than their

doctrines.

This is the great fact which shone forth at the end of the

eleventh and beginning of the twelfth century, at the time
when the state of the church was that of the theocratical or

monastic. At this epoch, for the first time, there arose a

struggle between the clergy and the free-thinkers. The
quarrels of Abailard and St. Bernard, the councils of Soissons

and Sens, where Abailard was condemned, are nothing but

the expression of this fact, which holds so important a position

in the history of modern civilization. It was the principal

circumstance in the state of the church at the twelfth century,

at the point at which we shall now leave it.

At the same time, a movement of a different nature

was produced, the movement for the enfranchisement of

the boroughs. Singular inconsistency of rude and ignorant

manners! It had been said to the citizens who conquered

their liberty with so much passion, that there were men who
claimed the rights of human reason, the right of free inquiry

—men whom the church treated as heretics—they would have

instantly stoned or burnt them. More than once did Abailard

and his friends run this risk. On the other hand, those very

writers who claimed the rights of human reason, spoke of the

efforts for the enfranchisement of the boroughs as of an
abominable disorder, and overthrow of society. Between the

philosophical and the communal movement, between the

political and the rational enfranchisement, war seemed to be

declared. Centuries were necessary to effect the reconcilia-

tion of these two great powers, and to make them understand

that their interests were in common. At the twelfth century,

they had nothing in common.
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SEVENTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Comparative picture of the state of the boroughs at

the twelfth ami the eighteenth century—Double question— 1st. The

enfranchisement of the boroughs—State of the towns from the fifth to

the tenth century—Their decay and regeneration—Communal insurrec-

tion—Charters.—Social and moral effects of the enfranchisement of the

boroughs—2nd. Internal government of the boroughs—Assemblies of

the people—Magistrates—High and low burghership— Diversity of the

state of the boroughs in the different countries of Europe.

We have conducted, down to the twelfth century, the history

of the two great elements of civilization, the feudal system

and the church. It is the third of these fundamental elements,

I mean .the boroughs, which we now have to trace likewise

down to the twelfth century, confining ourselves to the same
limits which we have observed in the other two.

We shall find ourselves differently situated with regard to

the boroughs, from what wo were with regard to the church
or the feudal system. From the fifth to the twelfth century,

the feudal system and the church, although at a later period
they experienced new developments, showed themselves almost
complete, and in a definitive state; we have watched their
birth, increase, and maturity. It is not so with the boroughs.
It was only at the end of the epoch which now occupies us,

in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, that they take up any
position in history; not but that before then they had a history
which was deserving of study; nor is it that there were not
long before this epoch traces of their existence ; but it was
only at the eleventh century that they became evidently visible
upon the great scene of the world, and as an important
element ot modern civilization. Thus, in the feudal system
and the church, from the fifth to the twelfth century, we have



126 HISTORY OF

seen the effects born and developed from the causes. When-
ever, by way of induction or conjecture, we have deduced cer-
tain principles and results, we have been able to verify them by
an inquiry into the facts themselves. As regards the boroughs,
this facility fails us; we arc present only at their birth. At
present I must confine myself to causes and origins. What
I say concerning the effects of the existence of the boroughs,
and their influence in the course of European civilization, I

shall say in some measure by way of anticipation. I cannot
invoke the testimony of contemporaneous and known facts.

It is at a later period, from the twelfth to the fifteenth century,

that we shall see the boroughs taking their development, the
institution bearing all its fruit, and history proving our asser-

tions. I dwell upon this difference of situation in order to

anticipate your objections against the incompleteness and pre-

maturity of the picture which I am about to offer you. I will

suppose, that in 1789, at the time of the commencement of

the terrible regeneration of France, a burgher of the twelfth

century had suddenly appeared among us, and that he had
been given to read, provided he knew how, one of the

pamphlets which so powerfully agitated mind; for example,

the pamplilet of M. Sieyes—“ Who is the third estate?”

His eyes fall upon this sentence, which is the .founda-

tion of the pamphlet: “ The third estate is the French
nation, less the nobility and the clergy.” I ask you, what
would be the effect of such a phrase upon the mind of such a

man? Do you suppose he would understand it ? No, he

could not understand the words, the French nation, because

they would represent to him no fact with which he was
acquainted, no fact of his age ; and if he understood the

phrase, if he clearly saw in it this sovereignty attributed to

the third estate above all society, of a verity it would appear

to him mad, impious, such would be its contradiction to all

that he had seen, to all his ideas and sentiments.

Now, ask this astonished burgher to follow you ;
lead him

to one of the French boroughs of this epoch, to Eheims,

Beauvais, Laon, or Noyon; a different kind of astonishment

would seize him: he enters a town; he sees neither towers,

nor ramparts, nor burgher militia ; no means of defence;

all is open, all exposed to the first comer, and the first occu-

pant. The burgher would doubt the safety of this borough

;
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he would think it weak and ill-secured. He penetrates

into the interior, and inquires what is passing, in what man-
ner it is governed, and what are its inhabitants. They
tell him, that beyond the walls there is a power which
taxes them at pleasure, without their consent; which convokes
their militia, and sends it to war, without their voice in the
matter. He speaks to them of magistrates, of the mayor,
and of the aldermen; and he hears that the burghers do not
nominate them. He learns that the affairs of the borough are
not decided in the borough; but that a man belonging to

the king, an intendant, administers them, alone and at a
distance. Furthermore, they will tell him that the inha-
bitants have not the right of assembling and deliberating
in common upon matters which concern them; that they
are never summoned to the public place by the bell of
their church. The burgher of the twelfth century would
be confounded. First, he was stupificd and dismayed at the
grandeur and importance that the communal nation, the
third estate, attributed to itself; and now he finds it on
its own hearthstone, in a state of servitude, weakness, and
nonentity, far worse than anything which he had expe-
rienced. He. passes from one spectacle to another utterly
different, from the view of a sovereign burghership to that
of one entirely powerless. How would you have him com-
prehend this,—reconcile it, so that his mind be not over-
come.

Let us, burghers of the nineteenth century, go back to the
twelfth, and be present at an exactly corresponding double
spectacle. Whenever we regard the general affairs of a
country, its state, government, the whole society, we shall
see no burghers, hear speak of none; they interfere in
nothing, and are quite unimportant. And not only have
they no importance in the state, but if we would know what
they tlnnh oi their situation, and how they speak of it, and
what their position in regard to their relation with the govern

-

ment ot 1* ranee in general is in their own eyes, we shall find
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Let us enter into the borough itself; let us see what passes

there. The scene changes; we are in a kind of fortified place

defended by armed burghers: these burghers tax themselves,

elect their magistrates, judge and punish, and assemble for

the purpose of deliberating upon their affairs. All come to

these assemblies; they make war on their own account against

their lord; and they have a militia. In a word, they govern
themselves; they are sovereigns. This is the same contrast

which, in the France of the eighteenth century, so much
astonished the burgher of the twelfth; it is only the parts

that are changed. In the latter, the burgher nation is all, the

borough nothing; in the former, the burghership is nothing,

the borough everything.

Assuredly, between the twelfth and the eighteenth century,

many things must have passed—many extraordinary events,

and many revolutions have been accomplished, to bring about,

in the existence of a social class, so enormous a change.

Despite this change, there can be no doubt but that the third

estate of 1789 was, politically speaking, the descendant and

heir of the corporations of the twelfth century. This French

nation, so haughty and .ambitious, which raises its preten-

sions so high, which so loudly proclaims its sovereignty,

which pretends not only to regenerate and govern itself, but

to govern and regenerate the world, undoubtedly descends,

principally at least, from the burghers who obscurely though

courageously revolted in the twelfth century, with the sole

end of escaping in some corner of the land from the obscure

tyranny of the lords.

Most assuredly it is not in the state of the boroughs in

the twelfth century that we shall find the explanation of such

a metamorphosis: it was accomplished and had its causes

in the events which succeeded it from the twelfth to the

eighteenth century; it is there that we shall meet it in its pro-

gression. Still the origin of the third estate has played an

important part in its history; although we shall not find there

the secret of its destiny, we shall, at least, find its germ: for

what it was at first is again found in what it has become,

perhaps, even to a greater extent than appearances would

allow of our presuming. A picture, even an incomplete one,

of the state of the boroughs in the twelfth century, will, I

think, leave you convinced of this.
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The better to understand this state, it is necessary to

consider the boroughs from two principal points of view.

There are two great questions to resolve: the first, that of

the enfranchisement of the boroughs itself—the question

how the revolution was operated, and from what causes—what
change it brought into the situation of the burghers, what
effect it has had upon society in general, upon the other
classes, and upon the state. The second question relates

only to the government of the boroughs, the internal condition
of the enfranchised towns, the relations of the burghers
among themselves, and the principles, forms, and manners
which dominated in the cities.

It is from these two sources, on the one hand, from the
change introduced into the social condition of the burghers,
and on the other, from their internal government and their
communal condition, that all their influence upon modern
civilization originated. There are no facts produced by this

influence, but which should be referred to one or other of
these causes. When, therefore, we shall have summed them
up, when we thoroughly understand, on one side, the enfran-
chisement of the boroughs, and on the other, the government
of the boroughs, we shall be in possession, so to speak, of
the two keys to their history. «

Lastly, I shall say a word concerning the various state of
the boroughs throughout Europe. The facts which I am
about to place before you do not apply indifferently to all
the boroughs of the twelfth century, to the boroughs of Italy,
Spain, England, or France; there are certainly some which be-
long to all, but the differences are great and important. I shall
point them out in passing; we shall again encounter them in a
later period of civilization, and we will then investigate them
more closely.

l o understand the enfranchisement of the boroughs, it is
necessary to recal to your minds what was the state of the
towns from the fifth to the eleventh century—from the fall of
ie oman empire down to the commencement of the com-
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boroughs of France, and particularly to the boroughs of the

north of France, beyond the Rhone and the Loire. These

will be the prominent points in the picture which I shall

attempt to trace.

After the fall of the Roman empire, from the fifth to the

tenth century, the condition of the towns was one neither

of servitude nor liberty. One runs the same risk in the

employment of words, that I spoke of the other day in the

painting of men and events. When a society and a language

has long existed, the words take a complete, determined,

and precise sense, a legal and official sense, in a manner.

Time has introduced into the sense of each term a multitude

of ideas, which arise the moment that it is pronounced, and

which, not belonging to the same date, are not applicable

alike to all times. For example, the words servitude and

liberty call to our minds in the present day ideas infinitely

more precise and complete than the corresponding facts of

the eighth, ninth, or tenth centuries. If we say that, at the

eighth century, the towns were in a state of liberty, we say

far too much; in the present day we attach a sense to the

word liberty, which does not represent the fact of the eighth

century. We shall fall into the same error if we say that

the towns were in a state of servitude, because the word

implies an entirely different thing from the municipal facts of

that period.

I repeat that, at that time, the towns were neither in a state

of servitude nor liberty; they suffered all the ills which accom-

pany weakness; they were a prey to the violence and con-

tinual depredations of the strong; but yet, despite all these

fearful disorders, despite their impoverishment and depopu-

lation, the towns had preserved, and did still preserve a

certain importance: in most of them there was a clergy, a

bishop, who by the great exercise of power and his influence

upon the population, served as a connecting link between

them and their conquerors, and thus maintained the town in

a kind of independence, and covered it with the shield of

religion. Moreover, there remained in the towns many

wrecks of Roman institutions. One meets at this epoch (and

many facts of this nature have been collected by M.M. de

Savi^ny and Hullman, Mademoiselle de Ldzardiere, &c.)

with frequent convocations of the senate, of the curia; there
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is mention made of public assemblies and municipal magis-
trates. The affairs of the civil order, wills, grants, and a
multitude of acts of civil life, were legalised in the curia by
its magistrates, as was the case in the Roman municipality.
The remains of urbau activity and liberty, it is true, gradually
disappeared. Barbarism, disorder, and always increasing mis-
fortunes, accelerated the depopulation. The establishment of
the masters of the land in the rural districts, and the growing
preponderance of agricultural life, were new causes of decay
to the towns. The bishops themselves, when they hail
entered the frame of feudalism, placed less importance on
their municipal existence. 1? inally, when feudalism had com-
pletely triumphed, the towns, without falling into the servi-
tude of serfs, found themselves entirely in the hands of a lord,
inclosed within some fief, and robbed of all the independence
which had been left to them, even in the most barbarous
times, in the first ages of the invasion. So that from the
fifth century, down to the time of the complete organization
of feudalism, the condition of the towns was always upon the
decline.

When once feudalism was thoroughly established, when
each man had taken his place, and was settled upon his land,
when the

.

wandering life had ceased, after some time the
towns again began to acquire some importance, and to display
anew some activity. It is, as you know, with human activity
as with the fecundity of the earth; from the time that com-
motion ceases, it reappears and makes everything germinate
aiul flourish. With the least glimpse of order and peace,
man takes hope, and with hope goes to work. It was thus
with the towns; the moment that feudalism was a little fixed,new wants sprang up among the fief-holders, a certain taste
01 progress and amelioration; to supply this want, a little
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into the towns many unhappy fugitives. They came to

shelter themselves in or around the church; and it was not
only the case with the inferior class, with serfs and boors, who
sought safety, hut often with men of importance, rich outlaws.

The chronicles of the time are tilled with examples of this

nature. One sees men, formerly powerful themselves, pursued
by a more powerful neighbour, or even by the king himself,

who abandon their domains, carrying with them all they can,

shut themselves up within a town, and putting themselves

under the protection of the church, become citizens. These
kind of refugees have not been, I think, without their influ-

ence upon the progress of the towns; they introduced into

them riches, and elements of a superior population to the

mass of their inhabitants. Besides, who knows not, that

when once an association is in part formed, men flock to

it, both because they find more safety, and also for the mere

sake of that sociability which never leaves them?

By the concurrence of all these causes, after the feudal

government was in some manner regulated, the towns regiiined

a little strength. Their security, however, did not return to

them in the same proportion. The wandering life had ceased,

it is true, but the wandering life had been for the conquerors,

for the new proprietors of the soil, a principal means of satis-

fying their passions. When they had wished to pillage, they

made an excursion, they went to a distance to seek another

fortune, another domain. When each was nearly established,

when it became necessary to renounce this conquering va-

grancy, there was no cessation ol their avidity, their inordinate

wants, nor their violent desires. Their weight, then, lell on

the people nearest at hand, upon the towns. Instead of going

to a distance to pillage, they pillaged at home. The extor-

tions of the nobility upon the burgesses were redoubled from

the commencement of the tenth century. Whenever the pro-

prietor of a domain in which a town was situated had any fit

of avarice to satisfy, it was upon the burgesses that he exer-

cised his violence. This, above all, was the epoch in which

the complaints of the burgesses against the absolute want of

security of commerce, burst forth. The merchants, after

having made their journeys, were not permitted to enter their

towns in peace; the roads and approaches were incessantly

beset by the lord and his followers. The time at which
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industry was recommencing, was exactly that in which

security was most wanting. Nothing can irritate a man more

than being thus interfered with in his work, and despoiled of

the fruits which he had promised himself from it. He is far

more annoyed and enraged than when harassed in an existence

which has been some time fixed and monotonous, when that

which is carried from him has not been the result of his

own activity, has not excited in his bosom all the pleasures

of hope. There is, in the progressive movement towards

fortune of a man or a population, a principle of resistance

against injustice and violence far more energetic than in

any other situation.

This, then, was the position of the towns during the tenth

century; they had more strength, more importance, more
riches, and more interests to defend. At the same time, it

was more than ever necessary to defend them, because this

strength, these interests, these riches, became an object of
envy to the lords. The danger and evil increased with the
means of resisting them. Moreover, the feudal system gave
to all those who participated in it the example of continued
resistance; it never presented to the mind the idea of an
organised government, capable of ruling and quelling all by
imposing its single intervention. It offered, on the contrary,
the continuous spectacle of the individual will refusing sub-
mission. Such, for the most part, was the position of the
possessors of fiefs towards their superiors, of the lesser lords
towards the greater; so that at the moment when the towns
were tormented and oppressed, when they had new and most
important interests to sustain, at that moment they had before
their eyes a continual lesson of insurrection. The feudal
system has rendered one service to humanity, that of inces-
santly showing to men the individual will in the full display
of its energy. The lesson prospered: in spite oftheir weakness,m spite of the infinite inequality of condition between them
and their lords, the towns arose in insurrection on all sides.

t is difficult to assign an exact date to this event. It is
genera y said, that the enfranchisement of the commons com-
mence! in the eleventh century; but, in all great events, how
many unhappy and unknown efforts occur, before the onew nc succeeds! In all things, to accomplish its designs,

i evidence lavishly expends courage, virtues, sacrifices, in a
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word, man himself; and it is only after an unknown number of
unrecorded labours, after a host of noble hearts have suc-
cumbed in discouragement, convinced that their cause is lost,

it is only then that the cause triumphs. It doubtless
happened thus with the commons. Doubtless, in the eighth,

ninth, and tenth centuries, there were many attempts at resist-

ance, and movements towards enfranchisement, which not
only were unsuccessful, but of which the memory remained
alike without glory or success. It is true, however, that

these attempts have influenced posterior events; they reani-

mated and sustained the spirit of liberty, and prepared the

way for the great insurrection of the eleventh century.

I say designedly, insurrection. The enfranchisement of

the commons in the eleventh century was the fruit of a veri-

table insurrection, and a veritable war, a war declared by the

population of the towns against their lords. The first fact

which is always met with in such histories, is the rising of the

burgesses, who arm themselves with the first thing that comes
to hand; the expulsion of the followers of the lord who have
come to put in force some extortion; or it is an enterprise

against the castle; these are always the characteristics of the

war. If the insurrection fails, what is done by the conqueror?

He orders the destruction of the fortifications raised by the

citizens, not only round the town but round each house. One
sees at the time of the confederation, after having promised to

act in common, and after taking the oath of mutual aid, the

first act of the citizen is to fortify himself within his house.

Some boroughs, of which at this day the name is entirely

obscure, as, for example, the little borough of Yezelay in

Nivemois, maintained a very long and energetic struggle

against their lord. Victory fell to the abbot of Vezelay; he

immediately enjoined the demolition of the fortifications of the

citizen’s houses; the names of many are preserved, whose for-

tified houses were thus immediately destroyed.

Let us enter the interior of the habitations ofour ancestors;

let us study the mode of their construction and the kind of

life which they suggest; all is devoted to war, all has the

character of war.

This is the construction of a citizen’s house in the twelfth

century, as far as we can follow it out: there were gene-

rally three floors, with one room upon each floor; the room
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on the ground floor was the common room, where the family

took their meals; the first floor was very high up, by way
of security ;

this is the most remarkable characteristic

of the construction. On this floor was the room which
the citizen and his wife inhabited. The house was almost

always flanked by a tower at the angle, generally of a square

form; another symptom of war, a means of defence. On
the second floor was a room, the use of which is doubtful, but

which probably served for the children, and the rest of the

family. Above, very often, was a small platform, evidently

intended for a place of observation. The whole construction

of the house suggests war. This was the evident character,

the true name of the movement which produced the enfran-

chisement of the commons.
When war has lasted a certain time, whoever may be the

belligerent powers, it necessarily leads to peace. The treaties

of peace between the commons and their adversaries were the
charters. The borough charters are mere treaties of peace
between the burgesses and their lord.

The insurrection was general. When I say general, I do
not mean that there was union or coalition between all the
citizens in a country: far from it. The situation of the com-
mons was almost everywhere the same; they were everywhere
a prey to the same danger, afflicted with the same evil.

Having acquired almost the same means of resistance and de-
fence, they employed them at nearly the same epoch. Example,
too, may have done something, and the success of one or two
boroughs may have been contagious. The charters seem
sometimes to have been drawn after the same pattern; that of
Noyon, for example, served as a model for those of Beauvais,
St. Quentin, &c. I doubt, however, whether example had
so much influence as has been supposed. Communications
were difficult and rare, and hearsay vague and transient; it
is more likely that the insurrection was the result of a similar
situation, and of a general and spontaneous movement. When

saj, general, 1 mean to say that it took place almost every-
where, ior, I repeat, that the movement was not unanimous
?
n concerted, all was special and local : each borough was

insuigent against its lord upon its own account; all passed in
its own locality.

The vicissitudes of the struggle were great. Not only did
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success alternate, but even when peace seemed established,

after the charter had been sworn to by each party, it was
violated and eluded in every way. The kings played a great
part in the alternations of this struggle. Of this I shall speak
in detail when I treat of royalty itself. Its influence in the
movement of communal enfranchisement has been sometimes
praised, perhaps too highly; sometimes, I think, too much
undervalued, and sometimes denied. I shall confine myself at

present to saying that it frequently interfered, sometimes in-

voked by the boroughs and sometimes by the lords; that it

has often played contrary parts; that it has acted sometimes
on one principle, sometimes on another; that it has unceasingly

changed its intentions, designs, and conduct; but that, upon
the whole, it has done much, and with more of good than of

evil effect.

Despite these vicissitudes, despite the continual violations

of the charters, the enfranchisement of the boroughs was con-

summated in the twelfth century. All Europe, and especially

France, which for a century had been covered with insurrec-

tions, was covered with charters more or less favourable; the

corporations enjoyed them with more or less security, but still

they enjoyed them. The fact prevailed, and the right was
established.

Let us now attempt to discover the immediate results of

this great fact, and what changes it introduced into the con-

dition of the burgesses, in the midst of society.

In the first place, it changed nothing, at least not in the

commencement, in the relations of the burgesses with the

general government of the country—with what we of the

present day call the state; they interfered no more in it than

heretofore: all remained local, inclosed within the limits of

the fief.

One circumstance, however, should modify this assertion:

a bond now began to be established between the citizens and

the king. At times, the burgesses had invoked the aid of the

king against their lord, or his guarantee, when the charter

was promised or sworn to. At other times, the lords had in-

voked the judgment of the king between themselves and the

citizens. At the demand of either one or other of the parties,

in a multitude of different causes, royalty had interfered in the

quarrel ;
from thence resulted a frequent relation, and some-

times a rather intimate one, between the burgesses and the
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king. It was by this relation that the burgesses approached

the centre of the state, and began to have a connexion with
the general government.

Notwithstanding that all remained local, a new and
general class was created by the enfranchisement. No
coalition had existed between the citizens; they had, as a

class, no common and public existence. But the country
was filled with men in the same situation, having the same
interests, and the same manners, between whom a certain

bond and unity could not fail of being gradually established,

which should give rise to the bourgeoisie. The formation of
a great social class, the bourgeoisie, was the necessary result

of the local enfranchisement of the burghers.

It must not be imagined that this class was at this time
that which it has since become. Not only has its situation
changed, but its elements were entirely different : in the
twelfth century it consisted almost entirely of merchants,
traders carrying on a petty commerce, and of small proprietors
either of land or houses, who had taken up their residence in
the town. Three centuries after, the bourgeoisie compre-
hended besides, advocates, physicians, learned men of all

sorts, and all the local magistrates. The bourgeoisie was
formed gradually, and of very different elements; as a general
thing, in its history no account is given of its succession or
diversity. Wherever the bourgeoisie is spoken of, it seems
to be supposed that at all epochs it was composed of the same
elements. 1 his is an absurd supposition. It is perhaps in
the diversity of its composition at different epochs of history
that we should look for the secret of its destiny. So long as
it did not include magistrates nor men of letters, so long as it
was not what it became in the sixteenth century, it possessed
neither the same importance nor the same character in the
state. Io comprehend the vicissitudes of its fortune and
power, it is necessary to observe in its bosom the successive
nse of new professions, new moral positions, and a new in-
e ec ua state. In the twelfth century, I repeat, it was com-
posed of only the small merchants, who retired into the
owns a tei ia\ nig made their purchases and sales, and of the
proprietors of houses and small domains who had fixed their
resi encc t iere. Here we see the European burgher class
in its first elements.

I ho third great consequence of the enfranchisement of the
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commons was the contest of classes, a contest which con-
stitutes the fact itself, and which fills modern history. Modern
Europe was born from the struggle of the various classes of
society. Elsewhere, as I have already observed, this struggle
led to very different results: in Asia, for example, one class

completely triumphed, and the government of castes succeeded
to that of classes, and society sunk into immobility. Thank
God, none of this has happened in Europe. Neither of the
classes has been able to conquer or subdue the others; the
struggle, instead of becoming a principle of immobility, has
been a cause of progress; the relations ofthe principal classes

among themselves, the necessity under which they found
themselves of combating and yielding by turns; the variety of
their interests and passions, the desire to conquer without the
power to satisfy it; from all this has arisen perhaps the most
energetic and fertile principle of the development of European
civilization. The classes have incessantly struggled; they
detested each other ; an utter diversity of situation, of
interests, and of manners, produced between them a profound
moral hostility: and yet they have progressively approached
nearer, come to an understanding, and assimilated; every
European nation has seen the birth and development in its

bosom of a certain universal spirit, a certain community of
interests, ideas, and sentiments, which have triumphed over
diversity and war. In France, for example, in the seven-

teenth and eighteenth centuries, the social and moral sepa-

ration of the classes was still very profound; yet the fusion

was advancing; still, without doubt, at that time there was a

veritable French nation, not an exclusive class, but which
embraced them all, and in which all were animated by a

certain sentiment in common, having a common social exist-

ence, strongly impressed, in a word, with nationality. Thus,

from the bosom of variety, enmity, and war, has arisen in

modern Europe the national unity so striking in the present

day, and which tends to develop and refine itself, from day

to day, with still greater brilliancy.

Such are the great external, apparent, and social effects of

the revolution which at present occupies us. Let us investi-

gate its moral effects, what changes it brought about in the

soul of the citizens themselves, what they became, what, in

fact, they necessarily became morally in their new situation.
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There is a fact by which it is impossible not to be struck
while contemplating the relation of the burghers towards the
state in general, the government of the state, and the general
interests of the country, not only in the twelfth century, but
also in subsequent ages; I mean the prodigious timidity of
the citizens, their humility, the excessive modesty of their
pretensions as to the government of the country, and the
facility with which they contented themselves. Nothing is

seen among them of the true political spirit, which aspires to

influence, reform, and govern; nothing which gives proof of
boldness of thought, or grandeur of ambition: one might call

sensible-minded, honest, freed men.
There are but two sources in the sphere of politics from

which greatness of ambition or firmness of thought can arise.

It is necessary to have either the feeling of immense import-
ance, of great power exercised upon the destiny of others,
and in a vast extent—or else it is necessary to bear within
oneself a feeling of complete individual independence, a con-
fidence in one’s own liberty, a conviction of a destiny foreign
to all will but that of the man himself. To one or other of
these two conditions seem to belong boldness of thought,
greatness of ambition, the desire of acting in an enlarged
sphere, and of obtaining great results.

Neither one nor the other of these conditions entered into
the condition of the burghers of the middle ages. These,
as you have just seen, were only important to themselves;
they exercised no sensible influence beyond their own town,
or upon the state in general. Nor could they have any great
sentiment of individual independence. It tvas in vain that
they conquered, in vain that they obtained a charter. The
citizen of a town, in comparing himself with the inferior lordW
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descendants. They had no taste for great enterprises; and
when fate forced them among them, they were uneasy and
embarrassed; the responsibility annoyed them; they felt that
they were out of their sphere of action, and wished to return
to it; they therefore treated on moderate terms. Thus one
finds in the course of European history, especially of France,
that the bourgeoisie has been esteemed, considered, flattered,

and even respected, but rarely feared; it has rarely produced
upon its adversaries an impression of a great and haughty
power, of a truly political power. There is nothing to be
surprised at in this weakness of the modern bourgeoisie

;

its principal cause lay in its very origin, and in the circum-
stances of its enfranchisement, which I have just placed
before you. A high ambition, independently of social con-
ditions, enlargement and firmness of political thought, the
desire to participate in the affairs of the country, the full

consciousness of the greatness of man as man, and of the
power which belongs to him, if he is capable of exercising it,

these are in Europe sentiments and dispositions entirely

modern, the fruit of modern civilization, the fruit of that

glorious and powerful universality which characterizes it, and
which cannot fail of insuring to the public an influence

and weight in the government of the country, which were
always wanting, and necessarily so, to the burghers our
ancestors.

On the other hand, they acquired and displayed, in the

struggle of local interests which they had to maintain in

their narrow" stage, a degree of energy, devotedness, perse-

verance, and patience, which has never been surpassed. The
difficulty of the enterprise was such, and such the perils

which they had to strive against, that a display of unex-
ampled courage wras necessary. In the present day, a very
false idea is formed of the life of the burghers in the twelfth

and thirteenth centuries. You have read in one of the novels

of Walter Scott, Quentin Durward, the representation he
has given of the burgomaster of Liege; he has made of him
a regular burgher in a comedy, fat, indolent, without expe-

rience or boldness, and wdiolly occupied in passing his life

easily. Whereas, the burghers of this period always had a

coat of mail upon their breast, a pike in their hand; their life

was as tempestuous, as warlike, and as hardy, as that of the
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lords with whom they fought. It was in these continual

perils, in struggling against all the difficulties of practical life,

that they acquired that manly character, and that obstinate

energy, which is, in a measure, lost in the soft activity of
modern times.

None of these social or moral effects of the enfranchisement
of the boroughs had attained their development in the twelfth

century; it is in the following centuries that they distinctly

appeared, and are easily discernible. It is certain, however,
that the germ was laid in the original situation of the boroughs,
in the manner of their enfranchisement, and the place then
taken by the burghers in society. I was, therefore, right in

placing them before you alone. Let us now investigate the
interior of the borough of the twelfth century; let us see
how it was governed, what principles and facts dominated in
the relations of the citizens among themselves.
You will recollect that in speaking of the municipal system,

bequeathed by the Roman empire to the modern world, I told
you that the Roman empire was a great coalition of muni-
cipalities, formerly sovereign municipalities like Rome itself.

Each of these towns had originally possessed the same exist-
ence as Rome, had once been a small independent republic,
making peace and war, and governing itself as it thought
proper. In proportion as they became incorporated with the
Roman empire, the rights which constitute sovereignty, the
right of peace and war, the right of legislation, the right of
taxation, &c., left each town and centred in Rome. There
remained but one sovereign municipality, Rome, reigning
over a large number of municipalities which had now only a
civil existence. The municipal system changed its character;
and instead ol being a political government and a system of
sovereignty, it became a mode of administration.

p 1
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confusion; all the attributes of sovereignty and of the ad-
lmms ra ion weie confounded. These distinctions were noere no
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longer attended to. Affairs were abandoned to the course of
necessity. There was a sovereign, or an administrator, in each
locality, according to circumstances. When the towns rose
in insurrection, to recover some security, they took upon
themselves the sovereignty. It was not, in any way, for the
purpose of following out a political theory, nor from a feeling

of their dignity; it was that they might have the means of
resisting the lords against whom they rebelled that they
appropriated to themselves the right of levying militia, of
taxation for the purposes of war, of themselves nominating
their chiefs and magistrates; in a word, of governing them-
selves. The government in the interior of the towns was
the means of defence and security. Thus sovereignty re-

entered the municipal system, from which it had been eradi-

cated by the conquests of Rome. The boroughs again became
sovereign. We have here the political character of their

enfranchisement.

It does not follow that this sovereignty was complete. It

always retained some trace of external sovereignty: some-
times the lord preserved to himself the right of sending

a magistrate into the town, who took for his assessors the

municipal magistrates; sometimes he possessed the right of

receiving certain revenues; elsewhere, a tribute was secured

to him. Sometimes the external sovereignty of the commu-
nity lay in the hands of the king.

The boroughs themselves having entered within the frame

of feudalism, had vassals, became suzerains, and by virtue

of this title partly possessed themselves of the sovereignty

which was inherent in the lord paramount. This caused a

confusion between the rights which they had from their

feudal position, and those which they had conquered by their

insurrections; and under this double title the sovereignty

belonged to them.

Thus we see, as far as can be judged from very deficient

monuments, how government was administered, at least in the

early ages, in the interior of a borough. The totality of the

inhabitants formed the assembly of the borough; all those who
had sworn the borough oath (and whoever lived within the

walls was obliged to do so) were convoked by the ringing of

a bell to the general assembly. It was there that they

nominated the magistrates. The number and form of the
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magistracy were very various. The magistrates being once
nominated, the assembly was dissolved, and the magistrates
governed almost alone, somewhat arbitrarily, and without
any other responsibility than that of the new elections, or
popular riots, which were the chief mode of responsibility

in those times.

You sec that the internal organization of boroughs reduced
itself to two very simple elements; the general assembly
of the inhabitants, and a government invested with an almost
arbitrary power, under the responsibility of insurrections
and riots. It was impossible, principally from the state of
manners, to establish a regular government, with veritable
guarantees for order and duration. The greater portion
of the population of the boroughs was in a state of ignorance,
brutality, and ferocity, which it would have been very difficult
to govern. After a short time, there was almost as little

security in the interior of the borough as there had formerly
been in the relations between the burgher and the lord.
There was formed, however, very quickly a superior bour-
geoisie. You easily comprehend the causes. The state of
ideas and of social relations led to the establishment of in-
dustrial professions, legally constituted corporations. The
system of privilege was introduced into the interior of
boroughs, and from this a great inequality ensued. There
was shortly everywhere a certain number of rich and im-
portant burghers, and a working population more or less
numerous, which, in spite of its inferiority, had an important
influence in the affairs ot the borough. The boroughs were
then divided into a high bourgeoisie, and a population subject
to all the errors and vices of a populace. The superior
bourgeoisie found itself pressed between the immense diffi-
cu ty ot governing the inferior population, and the incessant
attempts of the ancient master of the borough, who sought
to re-establish his power. Such was its situation, not only
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as a consequence, in the superior population, a spirit of
timidity at making agreements, an excessive facility of con-
ciliation, whether in regard to the king, the ancient lords,

or in re-establishing some peace and order in the interior of
the borough. Each of these principles could not but tend
to deprive the corporation of any great influence in the state.

All these effects were not visible in the twelfth century;
still, however, one might foresee them in the very character
of the insurrection, in the manner of its commencement,
and in the condition of the various elements of the com-
munal population.

Such, if I mistake not, are the principal characteristics and
the general results of the enfranchisement of the boroughs
and of their internal government. I forewarn you, that

these facts were neither so uniform nor so universal as I

have broadly represented them. There is great diversity

in the history of boroughs in Europe. For example, in

Italy and in the south of France, the Roman municipal

system dominated; there was not nearly so much diversity

and inequality here as in the north, and the communal
organization was much better, either by reason of the Roman
traditions, or from the superior condition of the population.

In the north, the feudal system prevailed in the communal
existence; there, all was subordinate to the struggle against

the lords. The boroughs of the south were more occupied

with their internal organization, amelioration, and pro-

gress; they thought only of becoming independent republics.

The destiny of the northern boroughs, in France particu-

larly, showed themselves more and more incomplete, and

destined for less fine developments. If we glance at the

boroughs of Germany, Spain, and England, we shall find

in them other differences. I shall not enter into these

details; we shall remark some of them as we advance in the

history of civilization. In their origin, all things are nearly

confounded under one physiognomy; it is only by successive

developments that variety shows itself. Then commences

a new development which urges society towards free and

high unity, the glorious end of all the efforts and wishes of

the human race.
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EIGHTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Glance at the general history of F.uropean civiliza-

tion—Its distinctive and fundamental character—Epoch at which that

character began to appear—State of Europe from the twelfth to the

sixteenth century—diameter of the crusades—Their moral and social

causes—These causes no longer existed at the end of the thirteenth

century—Effects of the crusades upon civilization.

I HAVE not ns yet explained to you the complete plan of my
course. I commenced by indicating its object; I then passed in
review European civilization without considering it as a whole,
without indicating to you at one and the same time the point
of departure, the route, and the port, the commencement, the
middle, and the end. We have now, however, arrived at an
epoch when this entire view, this general sketch of the region
which we survey, has become necessary. The times which
have hitherto occupied us in some measure explain them-
selves, or are explained by immediate and evident results.
Those upon which we are about to enter would not be under-
stood, nor even would they excite any lively interest, unless
they are connected with even the most indirect and distant
ol their consequences.

In so extensive a study, moments occur when we can no
longer consent to proceed, while all before us is unknown
and dark; we wish not only to know whence we have come
and where we are, but also to what point we tend. This isw 1a we now feel. The epoch to which we are approaching

no inte lgible, nor can its importance be appreciated
except by the relations which unite it to modern times. Its
true meaning 1S not evident until a later period.

e are in possession ot almost all the essential elements
o uropean civilization. I say almost, because as yet I have
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not spoken to you of royalty. The decisive crisis of the de-

velopment of royalty did not take place until the twelfth

or even thirteenth century; it was not until then that the in-

stitution was really constituted, and that it began to occupy
a definite place in modern society. I have, therefore, not

treated of it earlier; it will form the subject of my next lecture.

With this exception, I repeat, we have before us all the great

elements of European civilization: you have beheld the

birth of feudal aristocracy, of the church, the boroughs; you
have seen the institutions which should correspond to these

facts; and not only the institutions, but also the principles

and ideas which these facts should raise up in the mind.

Thus, while treating of feudalism, you were present at the

cradle of the modern family, at the hearth of domestic life; you

have comprehended, iii all its energy, the sentiment of indi-

vidual independence, and the place which it has held in

our civilization. With regard to the church, you have seen

the purely religious society rise up, its relations with the

civil society, the theocratical principle, the separation of the

spiritual and temporal powers, the first blows of persecu-

tions, and the first cries of the liberty of conscience. The
rising boroughs have shown you glimpses of an associa-

tion founded upon altogether other principles than those of

feudalism and the church, the diversity of the social classes,

their struggles, the first and profound characteristics of modern

burgher manners, timidity of spirit side by side with energy

of soul, the demagogue spirit side by side with the legal spirit.

In a word, all the elements which have contributed to the

formation of European society, all that it has been, and, so

to speak, all that it has suggested, have already met your

view.

Let us now transport ourselves to the heart of modern

Europe: I speak not of existing Europe, after the prodigious

metamorphoses which we have witnessed, but of Europe in

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. I ask you, do you

recognise the society which we have just seen in the twelfth

century? What a wonderful difference! I have already

dwelt upon this difference as regards the boroughs: I after-

wards tried to make you sensible of how little the third estate

of the eighteenth century resembled that of the twelfth. If

we make the same essay upon feudalism and the church, we
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shall be struck with the same metamorphosis. There war

no more resemblance between the nobility of the court of

Louis XV. anil the feudal aristocracy, or between the church

of cardinal de Bernis and that of the abbot Suger, than be-

tween the third estate of the eighteenth century and the

bourgeoisie of the twelfth century. Between these two epochs,

although already in possession of all its elements, society was
entirely transformed.

I wish to establish clearly the general and essential cha-

racter of this transformation. From the fifth to the twelfth

century, society contained all that I have described. It

possessed kings, a lay aristocracy, a clergy, burghers, labourers,

religious and civil powers—in a word, the germs of every-

thing which is necessary to form a nation and a government,
and yet there was neither government nor nation. Through-
out the epoch upon which we are occupied, there was nothing
bearing a resemblance to a people, properly so called, nor to a
veritable government, in the sense which the words have for

us in the present day. We have encountered a multitude of
particular forces, of special facts, and local institutions; but
nothing general or public; no policy, properly so called, nor
no true nationality.

Let us regard, on the contrary, the Europe of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries; we shall everywhere see two
leading figures present themselves upon the scene of the world,
the government, and the people. The action of a universal
power upon the whole country, and the influence of the
country upon the power which governs it, this is society,
this is history: the relations ot the two great forces, their
alliance, or their struggle, this is what history discovers and
relates. The nobility, the clergy, and the burghers, all these
particular classes and forces, now only appear in a secondary
rank, almost like shadows effaced by those two great bodies^
the people and its government.

This, it I mistake not, is the essential feature which distin-
guishes modern from primitive Europe; this is the metamor-
phosis which was accomplished from the thirteenth to the
sixteenth centuries.

It is, then, from the thirteenth to the sixteenth century, that
is o say, in the period which we are about to enter upon, that
the secret of this must be sought for; it is the distinctive cha-

L w
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racter of this epoch that it was employed in converting primi-
tive Europe into modern Europe; and hence its historical im-
portance and interest. If it is not considered from this point of
view, and unless we everywhere seek what has arisen from it,

not only will it not be understood, but we shall soon be
weary of, and annoyed by it. Indeed, viewed in itself, and
apart from its results, it is a period without character, a period
when confusion continues to increase, without our being able

to discover its causes, a period of movement without direction,

and of agitation without result. Royalty, nobility, clergy,

bourgeoisie, all the elements of social order seem to turn
in the same circle, equally incapable of progress or repose.

They make attempts of all kinds, but all fail; they attempt
to settle governments, and to establish public liberties; they

even attempt religious reforms, but nothing is accomplished

—nothing perfected. If ever the human race has been
abandoned to a destiny, agitated and yet stationary, to labour

incessant, yet barren of effect, it was between the thirteenth

and the fifteenth centuries that such was the physiognomy of

its condition and its history.

I know of but one work in which this physiognomy is

truly shown; the Ilistoire des dues de Bourgogne
,
by M. de

Barante. I do not speak of the truth which sparkles in the

descriptions of manners, or in the detailed recital of facts, but

of that universal truth which makes the entire book a faithful

image, a sincere mirror of the whole epoch, of which it at

the same time shows the movement and the monotony.

Considered, on the contrary, in its relation to that which

follows, as the transition from the primitive to the modern

Europe, this epoch brightens and becomes animated; we dis-

cover in it a totality, a direction, and a progress; its unity

and interest consist in the slow and secret work which is

accomplished in it.

The history of European civilization may then be summed
up into three grand periods:— 1st, A period which I shall

call the period of origins, of formation—a time when the

various elements of our society freed themselves from the

chaos, took being, and showed themselves under their native

forms with the principles which animated them. This period

extended nearly to the twelfth century. 2nd, The second

period is a time of essay, of trial, of groping; the various
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elements of the social order drew near each other, combined,

and, as it were, felt each other, without the power to bring

forth anything general, regular, or durable. This state was

not ended, properly speaking, till the sixteenth century. 3rd,

The period of development, properly so called, when society in

Europe took a definite form, followed a determined tendency,

and progressed rapidly and universally towards a clear and

precise end. This commenced at the sixteenth century, and

now pursues its course.

Such appears to me to be the spectacle of European civiliza-

tion in its whole, and such I shall endeavour to represent it

to you. It is the second period that we enter upon now.

We have to seek in it the great crises and determinative

causes of the social transformation which has been the result

of it.

The crusades constitute the first great event which pre-

sents itself to us, which, as it were, opens the epoch of which
we speak. The}' commenced at the eleventh century, and

extended over the twelfth and thirteenth. Of a surety, a

great event ; for since it was completed, it has not ceased to

occupy philosophic historians; even before reading the account

of it, all have foreseen that it was one of those events which
change the condition of the people, and which it is absolutely

necessary to study in order to comprehend the general course

of facts.

The first characteristic of the crusades is their universality;

the whole of Europe joined in them—they were the first

European event. Previously to the crusades, Europe had
never been excited by one sentiment, or acted in one cause;
there was no Europe. The crusades revealed Christian
Europe. The French formed the vans of the first army of
crusaders; but there were also Germans, Italians, Spaniards,
and English. Observe the second, the third crusade; all the
Christian nations engaged in it. Nothing like it had yet been
seen.

This is not all: just as the crusades form an European
event, so in each country do they form a national event. All
classes of society were animated with the same impression,
obeyed the same idea, abandoned themselves to the same
impulse. Kings, lords, priests, burghers, countrymen, all

took the same part, the same interest in the crusades. The
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moral unity of nations was shown—a fact as novel as the
European unity.

When such events happen in the infancy of a people, at a
time when men act freely and spontaneously, without pre-
meditation, without political intention or combination, one
recognises therein what history calls heroic events—the heroic

age of nations. In fact, the crusades constitute the heroic

event of modern Europe—a movement at once individual

and general, national, and yet unregulated.

That such was really their primitive character is verified

by all documents, proved by all facts. Who were the first

crusaders that put themselves in motion? Crowds of the

populace, who set out under the guidance of Peter the Hermit,

without preparation, without guides, and without chiefs, fol-

lowed rather than guided by a few obscure knights; they

traversed Germany, the Greek empire, and dispersed or

perished in Asia Minor.

The superior class, the feudal nobility, in their turn became
eager in the cause of the crusade. Under the command of

Godefroi de Bouillon, the lords and their followers set out full

of ardour. When they had traversed Asia Minor, a fit of in-

difference and weariness seized the chiefs of the crusaders. They
cared not to continue their route; they united to make conquests

and establish themselves. The common people of the army
rebelled; they wished to go to Jerusalem—the deliverance of

Jerusalem was the aim of the crusade; it was not to gain

principalities for Raimond de Toulouse, nor for Bokemond,

nor for any other, that the crusaders came. The popular,

national, and European impulsion was superior to all indivi-

dual wishes; the chiefs had not sufficient ascendancy over the

masses to subdue them to their interests. The sovereigns,

who had remained strangers to the first crusade, were at last

carried away by the movement, like the people. The great

crusades of the twelfth century were commanded by kings.

I pass at once to the end of the thirteenth century. People

still spoke in Europe of the crusades, they even preached

them with ardour. The popes excited the sovereigns and

the people—they held councils in recommendation of the Holy

Land; but no one went there—it was no longer cared for.

Something had passed into the European spirit and European

society that put an end to the crusades. There were still
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some private expeditions. A few lords, a few bands, still

set out for Jerusalem; but the general movement was evidently

stopped-

; and yet it does not appear that either the necessity

or the facility of continuing it had disappeared. The Moslems
triumphed more and more in Asia. The Christian kingdom
founded at Jerusalem had fallen into their hands. It was
necessary to reconquer it; there were greater means of success

than they had at the commencement of the crusades; a large

number of Christians were established, and still powerful,

in Asia Minor, Syria, and Palestine. They were better

acquainted with the means of travelling and acting. Still

nothing could revive the crusades. It was clear that the two
great forces of society—the sovereigns on one side and the

people on the other—were averse to it.

It has often been said that this was lassitude—that Europe
was tired of thus falling upon Asia. We must come to an
understanding upon this word lassitude, which is so often

used upon similar occasions; it is strangely inexact. It is

not possible that human generations can be weary with what
they have never taken part in; weary of the fatigues under-
gone by their forefathers. Weariness is personal, it cannot
be transmitted like a heritage. Men in the thirteenth cen-
tury were not fatigued by the crusades of the twelfth: they
were influenced by another cause. A great change had taken
place in ideas, sentiments, and social conditions. There were
no longer the same wants and desires. They no longer thought
or wished the same things. It is these political or moral
metamorphoses, and not weariness, which explain the different
conduct of successive generations. The pretended lassitude
which is attributed to them is a false metaphor.
Two great causes, one moral and the other social, threw

Europe into the crusades. The moral cause, as you know,
was the impulsion of religious sentiment and creeds. Since
t ic end ot the seventh century, Christianity had been
struggling against Mahommedanism

; it had conquered it in
urope after being dangerously menaced; it had succeeded in

con mmg itto Spain. Thence also it still constantly strove to
expe it. The crusades have been represented as a kind of
aeu ent, as an event unforeseen, unheard of, bom solely of the
i eci aso pilgrims on their return from Jerusalem, and of the
preac ungs ot Peter the Hermit. It was nothing of the kind.



152 HISTORY OF

The crusades were the continuation, the zenith of the grand
struggle which had been going on for four centuries between
Christianity and Mahommedanism. The theatre Tif this
struggle had been hitherto in Europe; it was now transported
into Asia. 11 I put any value upon those comparisons and
parallels, into which some people delight at times to press,
suitably, or not, historical facts, I might show you Christianity
running precisely the same career in Asia, and undergoing
the same destiny as Mahommedanism in Europe. Mahom-
medanism was established in >Spain, and had there conquered
and founded a kingdom and principalities. The Christians
did the same in Asia. They there found themselves, with
regard to Mahommedans, in the same situation as the latter

in Spain with regard to the Christians. The kingdom of
Jerusalem and the kingdom of Grenada correspond to each
other. But these similitudes are of little importance. The
great fact is the struggle of the two social and religious

systems; and of this the crusades was the chief crisis. In that

lies their historical character, the connecting link which
attaches them to the totality of facts.

There was another cause, the social state of Europe in the

eleventh century, which no less contributed to their outburst.

I have been careful to explain why, between the fifth and
the eleventh century, nothing general could be established in

Europe. I have attempted to show how everything had become
local, how States, existences, minds, were confined within a

very limited horizon. It was thus feudalism had prevailed.

After some time, an horizon so restricted did not suflice; human
thought and activity desired to pass beyond the circle in which
they had been confined. The wandering life had ceased, but

not the inclination for its excitement and adventures. The
people rushed into the crusades as into a new existence, more
enlarged and varied, which at one time recalled the ancient

liberty of barbarism, at others opened out the perspective of

a vast future.

Such, I believe, were the two determinating causes of the

crusades of the twelfth century. At the end of the thirteenth

century, neither of these causes existed. Men and society

were so much changed, that neither the moral impulsion nor

the social need which had precipitated Europe upon Asia,

was any longer felt. I do not know if many of you have read
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the original historians of the crusades, or whether it has ever
occurred to you to compare the contemporaneous chroniclers
of the first crusades, with those at the end of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries; for example, Albert d’Aix, Robert the
Monk, and Raymond d’Agiles, who took part in the first

crusade, with William of Tyre and James de Vitry. When
we compare these two classes of writers, it is impossible not
to be struck by the distance which separates them. The
first are animated chroniclers, full of vivid imagination, who
recount the events of the crusades with passion. But they
are, at the same time, men of very narrow minds, without an
idea beyond the little sphere in which they have lived; strangers
to all science, full of prejudices, and incapable of forming°any
judgment whatever upon what passes around them, or upon
the events which they relate. Open, on the contrary, the
history of the crusades by William of Tyre: you will be sur-
prised to find almost an historian of modern times, a mind
developed, extensive and free, a rare political understanding
of events, completeness of views, a judgment bearing upon
causes and effects. James de \ itry affords an example of a
different kind of development; he is a scholar, who not only
concerns himself with what has reference to the crusades, but
also occupies himself with manners, geography, ethnography,
natural history; who observes and describes the country. In
a word, between the chroniclers of the first crusades and the
lustorians of the last, there is an immense interval, which
indicates a veritable revolution in mind.

This revolution is above all seen in the manner in which
each speaks of the Mahommedans. To the first chroniclers, and
consequently to the first crusaders, ofwhom the first chroniclers
are but the expression, the Mahommedans are only an object
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even a kind of sympathy established between them. William
of Tyre warmly eulogises Noureddin—Bernard the Trea-
surer, Saladin. They even go so far as to compare the man-
ners and conduct of the Mussulmans with those of the Chris-
tians; they take advantage of the Mussulmans to satirize the
Christians, as Tacitus painted the manners of the Germans
in contrast with the manners of the Romans. You see how
enormous the change between the two epochs must have
been, when you find in the last, with regard to the enemies
of the Christians, to those against whom the crusades were
directed, a liberty and impartiality of spirit which would have
filled the first crusaders with surprise and indignation.

This, then, was the first and principal effect of the crusades,

a great step towards the enfranchisement of mind, a great

progress towards more extensive and liberal ideas. Commenced
in the name and under the influence of religious creeds, the

crusades removed from religious ideas, I will not say their

legitimate influence, but the exclusive and despotic possession

of the human mind. This result, doubtless altogether unfore-

seen, was born of many causes. The first is evidently the

novelty, extension, and variety of the spectacle which was
opened to the view of the crusaders. It happened with them
as with travellers. It is a common saying that the mind of

travellers becomes enlarged; that the habit of observing various

nations and manners, and different opinions, extends the ideas,

and frees the judgment from old prejudices. The same fact

was accomplished among these travelling nations who were

called crusaders: their minds were opened and elevated, by

seeing a multitude of different things, and by observing other

manners than their own. They also found themselves in

juxtaposition with two civilizations, not only different from

their own, but more advanced; the Greek on the one hand,

and the Mahommedan on the other. There can be no doubt

that the Greek society, although enervated, perverted, and

falling into decay, had upon the crusaders the effect of a more

advanced, polished, and enlightened society than their own.

The Mahommedan society afforded them a spectacle of the

same nature. It is curious to observe in the old chronicles

the impression which the crusaders made upon the Mussul-

mans; these latter regarded them at first as barbarians, as

the rudest, most ferocious, and most stupid class of men they
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had ever seen. The crusaders, on their part, were struck with
the riches and elegance of manners of the Mussulmans. To
this first impression succeeded frequent relations between the
two people. These extended and became much more important
than is generally supposed. Not only had the Christians of
the east habitual relations with the Mussulmans, but the
west and the east became acquainted, visited and mixed
with each other. It is not long since that one of those
scholars who honour France in the eyes of Europe, M. Abel
Remusat, discovered the existence of relations between the
Mongol emperors and the Christian kings. Mongol ambas-
sadors were sent to the Frank kings, to Saint Louis among
others, to treat for an alliance with them, and to recommence
the crusades in the common interest of the Mongols and the
Christians against the Turks. And not only were diplomatic
and official relations thus established between the sovereigns;
lrequent and various national relations were formed. I emote’
the words of M. Abel Remusat.

1
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Eastern Asia, returned to finish his days in the cathedral of
Chartres. A Tartar was purveyor of helmets in the army
of Philip the Handsome; John de Plancarpin found near
Gayouk a Russian gentleman, whom he calls Terner, who was
serving as an interpreter; many merchants of Breslaw,
Poland, and Austria, accompanied him in his journey to
Tartar}". Others returned with him by way of Russia; these
were Genoese, Pisans, and Venetians. Two merchants,
whom chance had led to Rokhara, consented to follow a
Mongol ambassador sent by Koulagou to Khoubilai. They
sojourned several years both in China and Tartary, returned
with letters from the Great Khan to the pope; again returned
to the Great Khan, taking with them the son of one of them,
the celebrated Marco Polo, and again quitted the court of
Khoubilai to return to Venice. Travels of this kind were not
less frequent in the following century. Among the number are

those of Sir John Mandeville, an English physician, of Oderic
of Friuli, of Pegoletti, of William de Bouldeselle, and several

others; and we may suppose, that those whose memorials are

preserved, form but the least part of what were undertaken, and
that there were at this period more persons capable of executing
long journeys than of writing an account of them. Many of

these adventurers remained and died in the countries which
they visited. Others returned to their country as obscure as

when they left it; but with an imagination filled with what
they had seen, relating it to their family, exaggerating, no
doubt, but leaving around them, amidst absurd fables, useful

remembrances and traditions capable of bearing fruit. Thus
in Germany, Italy, and France, in the monasteries, in the

castles of the lords, and even down to the lowest ranks of

society, were deposited precious seeds destined before long

to germinate. All these unknown travellers carried the arts

of their native land into the most distant countries, brought

back other knowledge no less precious, and thus made, without

being aware of it, more advantageous exchanges than all those

of commerce. By these means, not only the trade in silk,

porcelain, and Indian commodities was extended and facili-

tated—new routes opened to commercial industry and activity

—but, what was of much more importance, foreign manners,

unknown nations, extraordinary productions, offered themselves

in crowds to the minds of the Europeans, confined, since the fall
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of the Roman empire, within too narrow a circle. They began
to know the value of the most beautiful, the most populous, and
the most anciently civilized of the four quarters of the globe.
They began to study the arts, creeds, and idioms of its 'inha-
bitants, and there was even talk of establishing a professorship
of the Tartar language in the university of Paris. Romantic
narrative, when duly discussed and investigated, spread on
all sides more just and varied notions. The world seemed
to open on the side of the east

;
geography took a great stride,

and the desire for discovery became the new form which
clothed the adventurous spirit of the Europeans. The idea
of another hemisphere ceased to present itself as a paradox
void of all probability, when our own became better known;
and it was in searching for the Zipangri of Marco Polo that
Christopher Columbus discovered the New World.”
You see, by the facts which led to the impulsion of the

crusades, what, at the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries,
was the new and vast world which was thrown open to the
European mind. There can be no doubt but that this was
one ot the most powerful causes of development, and of the
freedom of mind which shone forth at the end of this "reat
event.

There is another cause which merits observation. Down
to the time of the crusades, the court of Rome, the centre of
the church, had never been in communication with the laity,
except through the medium of ecclesiastics, whether legates
sent from the court of Rome, or the bishops and the entire
clergy. I here had always been some laymen in direct rela-
tion with Rome; but, taken all together, it was through the
ecclesiastics that she communicated with the people. During
the crusades, on the contrary, Rome became a place of passage

le greater part ot the crusaders, both in going and Tn
returning, lumbers of the laity viewed her policy and
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finitely more free; religious creeds were no longer t.he only
sphere in which it was brought into play; without abandon-
ing them, it began to separate itself from them, and carry
itself elsewhere. Thus, at the end of the thirteenth century,
the moral cause which had determined the crusades, which
at least was its most energetic principle, had vanished

; the
moral state of Europe was profoundly modified.

The social state had undergone an analogous change.
Much investigation lias been expended upon what was the
influence of the crusades in this respect; it has been shown
how they reduced a large number of lief-holders to the neces-
sity of selling them to their sovereigns, or of selling charters
to the boroughs in order to procure the means of following
the crusade. It has been shown that by their mere absence,
many of the lords must have lost the greater portion of their

power. Without entering into the details of this inquiry, we
may, I think, resolve into a few general facts, the influence
of the crusades upon the social state.

They greatly diminished the number of petty fiefs and
small domains, of inferior fief-holders; and they concentred
property and power in a smaller number of hands. It is

with the commencement of the crusades that we see the
formation and augmentation of large fiefs, and great feudal

existences.

I have often regretted that there is no map of France
divided into fiefs, as there is of its division into departments,

arrondissements, cantons, and parishes, in which all the fief's

should be marked, with their extent and successive relations

and changes. If we were to compare, with the aid of such a

map, the state of France before and after the crusades, we
should see how many fiefs had vanished, and to what a degree

the great and middle fiefs had increased. This was one of the

most important facts to which the crusades led.

Even where the petty proprietors preserved their fiefs,

they no longer lived as isolated as formerly. The great fief-

liolders became so many centres, around which the smaller

ones converged, and near to which they passed their lives.

It had become necessary, during the crusades, for them to

put themselves in the train of the richest and most powerful,

to receive succour from him; they had lived with him, par-

taken of his fortune, gone through the same adventures.
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When the crusaders returned home, this sociability, this

habit of living near to the superior lord, remained fixed
in their manners. Thus as we see the augmentation of the
great fiefs after the crusades, so we see the holders of those
fiefs holding a much more considerable court in the interior
of their castles, having near them a larger number of gentle-
men who still preserved their small domains, but did not
shut themselves up within them.
The extension of the great fiefs and the creation of a cer-

tain number of centres of society, in place of the dispersion
which formerly existed, are the two principal effects brought
about by the crusades in the heart of feudalism.
As to the burghers, a result of the same nature is easily

perceptible. The crusades created the great boroughs. Petty
commerce and industry did not suffice to create boroughs
such as the great towns of Italy and Flanders were. It was
commerce on a great scale, maritime commerce, and especially
that of the east, which gave rise to them; it was the crusades
which gave to maritime commerce the most powerful impulsion
it had ever received.

Upon the whole, when we regard the state of society at
the end of the crusades, we find that this movement of disso-
lution, of the dispersion of existences and influences, this
movement of universal localization, if such a phrase be per-
mitted, which had preceded this epoch, had ceased, by a move-
ment with an exactly contrary tendency, by a movement of
centralization. All now tended to approximation. The lesser
existences were either absorbed in the greater, or were
grouped around them. It was in this direction that society
advanced, that all its progress was made.

|ou now see, why, towards the end of the thirteenthand tourteemh centuries, neither people nor sovereigns
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in Asia, when they had them to conquer at their own doors?
Philip Augustus went to the crusades against his will: what
could be more natural? He had to make himself king of
France. It was the same with the people. The career of
riches opened before their eyes; they renounced adventures
for work. For the sovereigns, the place of adventures was
supplied by policy; for the people, by work on a great scale.

One single class of society still had a taste for adventure:
this was that portion of feudal nobility who, not being in a
condition to think of political aggrandizement, and not liking

work, preserved their ancient condition and manners. They
therefore continued to rush to the crusades, and attempted
their revival.

Such, in my opinion, are the great and true effects of the

crusades: on one side, the extension of ideas, the enfran-

chisement of mind; on the other, the aggrandizement of

existences, and a large sphere opened to activity of all kind:

they produced at once a greater degree of individual liberty,

and of political unity. They aided the independence of man
and the centralization of society. Much has been asked as

to the means of civilization—which they directly imported

from the east; it has been said that the chief portion of the

great discoveries which, in the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-

turies, called forth the development of European civilization

—

the compass, printing, gunpowder—were known in the east,

and that the crusaders may have brought them thence.

This, to a certain point, is true. But some of these assertions

are disputable. That which is not disputable is this influence,

this general effect of the crusades upon the mind on one

hand, and upon society on the other hand; they drew European

society from a very straightened track, and led it into new
and infinitely more extensive paths; they commenced that

transformation of the various elements of European society

into governments and peoples, which is the character of

modern civilization. About the same time, royalty, one of

those institutions which have most powerfully contributed to

this great result, developed itself. Its history, from the birth

of modern states down to the thirteenth century, will form

the subject of my next lecture.
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NINTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Important part taken by royalty in the history of
Kurope, and in the history of the world— True causes of this importance
—Two-fold point of view under which the institution of royalty should
be considered—1st. Its true and permanent nature— It is the personifi-
catton of the sovereignty of right—With what limits-2nd. Its flexibility
and diversity European royalty seems to be the result of various kinds
of royalty—Of barbarian royalty—Of imperial royalty—Of religious
royalty—Of feudal royalty—Of modern royalty, properly so called, and
of its true character.

Is our last lecture, I attempted to determine the essential
and distinctive character of modern European society, ascompared with primitive European society; I believe thatwe discovered in this fact, that aU the elements of the
social state, at first numerous and various, reduce themselves
to two. on one hand the government, and on the other the
people. Instead of encountering the feudal nobility’ the
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have likewise studied the first great event, which, in my
opinion, evidently and powerfully impelled Europe in this

direction, that is, the crusades.

About the same epoch, almost at the moment that the

crusades broke out, that institution commenced its aggrandize-

ment, which has, perhaps, contributed more than anything to

the formation of modern society, and to that fusion of all the

social elements into two powers, the government and the.

people; royalty.

It is evident that royalty has played a prodigious part in

the history of European civilization; a single glance at facts

suffices to convince one of it; we see the development of

royalty marching with the same step, so to speak, at least for

a long period, as that of society itself; the progress is mutual.

And not only is the progress mutual, but whenever society

advances towards its modern and definitive character, royalty

seems to extend and prosper; so that when the work is con-

summated, when there is no longer any, or scarcely any other

important or decisive influence in the great states of Europe,

than that of the government and the public, royalty is the

government.
And it has thus happened, not only in France, where the

fact is evident, but also in the greater portion of European

countries: a little earlier or a little later, under somewhat

different forms, the same result is offered us in the history of

society in England, Spain, and Germany. In England, for

example, it was under the Tudors, that the ancient, peculiar

and local elements of English society were perverted and dis-

solved, and gave place to the system of public powers; this

also was the time of the greatest influence of royalty. It was

the same in Germany, Spain, and all the great European

states.

If we leave Europe, and if we turn our view upon the

rest of the world, we shall be struck by an analogous fact;

we shall everywhere find royalty occupying an important

position, appearing as, perhaps, the most general and perma-

nent of institutions, the most difficult to prevent, where it did

not formerly exist, and the most difficult to root out where it

had existed. From time immemorial it has possessed Asia.

At the discovery of America, all the great states there were

found with different combinations, subject to the monarchical
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system. When we penetrate into the interior of Africa,

wherever we meet with nations in any way extensive, this is

the prevailing system. And not only has royalty penetrated

everywhere, but it has accommodated itself to the most
diverse situations, to civilization and to barbarism, to manners
the most pacific, as in China, for example, and to those in

which war, in which the military spirit dominate. It has

alike established itself in the heart of the system of castes, in

the most rigorously classified societies, and in the midst of a

system of equality, in societies which are utter strangers to

all legal and permanent classification. Here despotic and
oppressive, there favourable to civilization and even to liberty,

it seems like a head which may be placed upon a multitude of
different bodies, a fruit that will spring from the most dissi-

milar germs.

In this fact, wo may discover many curious and important
consequences. I will take only two. The first is, that it is

impossible such a result should be the fruit of mere chance, of
force or usurpation alone; it is impossible but tlint there
should be a profound and powerful analogy between the
nature ol royalty, considered as an institution, and the nature,
whether of individual man, or of human society. Doubtless,
force is intermixed with the origin of the institution; doubt-
less, force has taken an important part in its progress; but
when we meet with such a result as this, when we see a great
event developing and reproducing itself during the course of
many centuries, and in the midst of such different situations,
we cannot attribute it to force. Force plays a great part, and
an incessant one, in human affairs; but it is not their principle,
their prbmim mobile

;

above force and the part which it plays,
there hovers a moral cause which decides the totality of
t
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A second fact, and one which is no less worthy of remark,
is the flexibility of the institution, its faculty of modifying,
and adapting itself to a multitude of different circumstances.
Mark the contrast: its form is unique, permanent, and simple;
it does not offer that prodigious variety of combinations
which we see in other institutions, and yet it applies itself to

societies which the least resemble it. It must evidently allow
of great diversity, and must attach itself, whether in man
himself or in society, to many different elements and prin-

ciples.

It is from not having considered the institution of royalty

in its whole extent; from not having on the one hand pene-
trated to its peculiar and fixed principle, which, whatever
may he the circumstances to which it applies itself, is its

very essence and being—and on the other, from not having
estimated all the varieties to which it lends itself, and all

the principles with which it may enter into alliance; it is, I

say, from not having considered royalty under this vast and
twofold point of view, that the part taken by it in the

history of the world has not been always comprehended, that

its nature and effects have often been misconstrued.

This is the work which I wish to go through with you,

and in such a manner as to take an exact and complete esti-

mate of the effects of this institution in modern Europe,

whether they have flowed from its own peculiar principles

or the modifications which it has undergone.

There can be no doubt that the force of royalty, that moral

power which is its true principle, does not reside in the sole

and personal will of the man momentarily king; there can

he no doubt that the people, in accepting it as an institution,

philosophers in maintaining it as a system, have not intended

or consented to accept the empire of the will of a man, essen-

tially narrow, arbitrary, capricious, and ignorant.

Royalty is quite a distinct thing from the will of a man,

although it presents itself in that form; it is the personifi-

cation of the sovereignty of right, of that will, essentially

reasonable, enlightened, just, and impartial, foreign and supe-

rior to all individual wills, and which in virtue of this title

has a right to govern them. Such is the meaning of royalty

in the minds of nations, such the motive for their adhesion.

Is it true that there is a sovereignty of right, a will which
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possesses the right of governing men? It is quite certain

that they believe so; because they seek, and constantly have
sought, and indeed cannot but seek, to place themselves

under its empire. Conceive to yourselves the smallest

assembly of men, I will not say a people : conceive that

assembly under the submission to a sovereign who is only

so de facto, under a force which has no right except that

of force, which governs neither according to reason, justice,

nor truth
; human nature revolts at such a supposition

—

it must have right to believe in. It is the supremacy of

right which it seeks, that is the only power to which man
consents to submit. What is history but the demonstra-
tion of this universal fact ? What are the greater por-
tion of the struggles which take place in the life of nations,

but an ardent effort towards the sovereignty of right, so
that they may place themselves under its empire ? And
not only nations but philosophers believe in its existence, and
incessantly seek it. What are all the systems of political

philosophy, but the search for the sovereign of right ?

What is it that they treat of, but the question of knowing
who has a right to govern society ? Take the theocratical,

monarchical, aristocratical, or democratical systems, all of
them boast of having discovered wherein the sovereignty of
right resides; all promise to society that they will place it

under the rule of its legitimate master. I repeat, this is the
end alike of all the works of philosophers, of all efforts of
nations.

How should they but believe in the sovereignty of right ?

How should they but be constantly in search of it? Take the
inost simple suppositions

; let there be something to accom-
plish, some influence to exercise, whether upon society in
its whole, or upon a number of its members, or upon a
single individual; there is evidently always a rule for this
action, a legitimate will to follow and ' apply. Whether
j ou penetrate into the smallest details of social life, or wlie-
t id you elevate yourselves to the greatest events, you will
everyw ere encounter a truth to be proved, or a just and
reasons e idea to be passed into reality. This is the
soveieign of right, towards which philosophers and nations
mvc never ceased and never can cease to aspire.

p to v\ hat point can the sovereignty of right be represented
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in a general and permanent manner by a terrestrial force or
by a human will? How far is such a supposition necessarily
false and dangerous? What should be thought in parti-

cular of the personification of the sovereignty of right under
the image of royalty? Upon what conditions, within what
limits is this personification admissible ? Great questions,

which I have not to treat of here, but which I could
not resist pointing out, and upon which I shall say a word
in passing.

I affirm, and the merest common sense will acknowledge,
that the sovereignty of right completely and permanently can
appertain to no one; that all attribution of the sovereignty of
right to any human power whatsoever, is radically false and
dangerous. Hence arises the necessity for the limitation of

all powers, whatever their names or forms may be; hence
the radical illegitimacy of all absolute power, whether its

origin be from conquest, inheritance, or election. People

may differ as to the best means of seeking the sovereign of

right; they may vary as to place and times; but in no place,

no time, can any legitimate power be the independent pos-

sessor of this sovereignty.

This principle being laid down, it is no less certain that

royalty, in whatever system it is considered, presents itself as

the personification of the sovereign of right. Listen to the

theocratical system: it will tell you that kings are the image

of God upon earth; this is only saying that they are the per-

sonification of sovereign justice, truth, and goodness. Address

yourself to the jurisconsults; they will tell you that the king

is the living law; that is to say, the king is the personification

of the sovereign of right, of the just law, which has the

right of governing society. Ask royalty itself, in the system

of pure monarchy; it will tell you that it is the personification

of the State, of the general interest. In whatever alliance

and in whatever situation you consider it, you will always find

it summing itself up in the pretension of representing and

reproducing the sovereign of right, alone capable of legiti-

mately governing society.

There is no occasion for astonishment in all this. What
are the characteristics of the sovereign of right, the cha-

racteristics derivable from his very nature? In the first place

he is unique ; since there is but one truth, one justice, there
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can be but one sovereign of right. He is permanent,
always the same ;

truth never changes. He is placed in a

superior situation, a stranger to all the vicissitudes and
changes of this world; his part in the world is, as it were,

that of a spectator and judge. Well! it is royalty which ex-
ternally reproduces, under the most simple form, thnt which
appears its most faithful image, these rational and natural
characteristics of the sovereign of right. Open the work in

which M. Benjamin Constant has so ingeniously represented
royalty as a neutral and moderating power, raised above the
accidents and struggles of social life, and only interfering at

great crises. Is not this, so to speak, the attitude of the
sovereign of right in the government of human things?
There must be something in this idea well calculated to im-
press the mind, for it has passed with singular rapidity from
books to facts. One sovereign made it in the constitution of
Brazil the very foundation of his throne; there royalty is

represented as a moderating power, raised above all active
powers, as a spectator and j udge.

Under whatever point of view you regal'd this institution,
as compared with the sovereign of right, you will find that
there is a great external resemblance, and that it is natural for
it to have struck the minds of men. Accordingly, whenever
their reflection or imagination turned with preference towards
the contemplation or study of the nature of the sovereign
ot right, and his essential characteristics, they have inclined
towards royalty. As, in the time of the preponderance of
religious ideas, the habitual contemplation of the nature of
God led mankind towards the monarchical system, so when
the jurisconsults dominated in society, the habit of studying,
under the name of the law, the nature of the sovereign of
nght, was favourable to the dogma of his personification in
royalty. The attentive application of the human mind to the
con cmplation ot the nature of the sovereignty of rightw en no other causes have interfered to destroy the effect,

hUm "J
1
-
s S*ven force and credit to royalty, which presents

lorecner, there are times peculiarly favourable to this
peioom cation . these are the times when individual powers
isp ay t emselves in the world with all their risks and

caprices; times when egotism dominates in individuals, whether
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from ignorance and brutality, or from corruption. Then
society, abandoned to the contests of personal wills, and unable
to raise itself by their free concurrence to a common and
universal will, passionately long for a sovereign to whom all

individuals may be forced to submit; and the moment any
institution, bearing any one of the characteristics of the
sovereignty of right, presented itself, and promised its empire
to society, society rallied round it with eager earnestness, like

outlaws taking refuge in the asylum of a church. This is

what has been seen in the disorderly youth of nations, such as
we have surveyed. Royalty is admirably adapted to epochs
of vigorous and fruitful anarchy, so to speak, when society
desires to form and regulate itself, without knowing how to
do so by the free concord of individual wills. There are other
times when, from directly opposite causes, it has the same
recommendation. Why did the Roman empire, so nearly in

a state of dissolution at the end of the republic, subsist for

nearly fifteen centuries afterwards, under the name of that
empire, which, after all, was but a continual decay, a length-
ened agony? Royalty alone could produce such an effect; that

alone could hold together a society which selfishness inces-

santly tended to destroy. The imperial pow'er struggled for

fifteen centuries against the ruin of the Roman world.
Thus there are times when royalty alone can retard the

dissolution of society, and times when it alone accelerates its

formation. And in both these cases, it is because it represents

more clearly and powerfully than any other form the sove-

reignty of right, that it exercises this power upon events.

From whatever point of view you may consider this insti-

tution, and at whatever epoch, you will acknowledge then that

its essential characteristic, its moral principle, its true aud
inmost meaning is the image, the personification, the pre-

sumed interpreter of this unique, superior, and essentially

legitimate will, which alone has the right of governing society.

Let us now regard royalty from the second point of view,

that is to say, in its flexibility, in the variety of parts which
it has played, and the effects which it has produced; it is

necessary that we should give the reason of these features,

and determine their causes.

Here we have an advantage; we can immediately enter

upon history, and upon our own history. By a concourse of
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singular circumstances, it has happened, that in modern
Europe royalty has assumed every character under which it

has shown itself in the history of the world. If I may be
allowed to use an arithmetical expression, European royalty
is the sum total of all possible species of royalty. I will run
over its history from the fifth to the twelfth century; you
will see how various are the aspects under which it presents
itself, and to what an extent we shall everywhere find this
character of variety, complication, and conflict which belongs
to all European civilization.

In the fifth century, at the time of the great German in-
vasion, two royalties are present; the barbarian and the
imperial royalty, that of Clovis and that of Constantine;
both differing essentially in principles and effects. Barbaric
loyalty is essentially elective; the German kings were elected,
although their election did not take place with the same forms
which we are accustomed to attach to the idea; they were
military chiefs, who were bound to make their power freely
acceptable to a large number of companions who obeyed them
as being the most brave and the most able among them.
Election is the true source of barbaric royalty, its primitive
and essential characteristic.

Not that this characteristic in the fifth century was not
already a little modified, or that different elements had not
been introduced into royalty. The various tribes had had
their chiefs for a certain time

; some families had raised
themselves to more trust, consideration, and riches than others.
Hence a commencement of inheritance; the chief was now
mostly elected out of these families. This was the first fiiffV.,-

, m t ie tilth century, was barbaric royalty, already
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varying and fluctuating, although its primitive principle still

dominated.

I take imperial, Roman royalty; this is a totally diflerent

thing; it is the personification of the state, the heir of the

sovereignty and majesty of the Roman people. Consider

the royalty of Augustus and Tiberius; the emperor is the

representative of the senate, the comitia, and the whole
republic; he succeeded them, and they are summed up in his

person. Who would not recognise this in the modesty of

language of the first emperors; of those, at least, who were men
of sense, and understood their situation? They felt themselves

in the presence of the late sovereign people who had abdi-

cated in their favour; they addressed them as their represen-

tatives and ministers. But, in fact, they exercised the whole

power of the people, and that with the most formidable inten-

sity. It is easy for us to understand such a transformation;

we have ourselves witnessed it; we have seen the sovereignty

pass from the people to a man; that is the history of Napo-
leon. lie also was the personification of the sovereign people;

he unceasingly repeated to it,
“ Who like me has been elected

by eighteen millions of men ? Who like me is the repre-

sentative of the people Rcpublique Franqaise ?” And when
upon one side of his coinage we read, The French Republic,

and upon the other, Napoleon, Empercur, what does this

mean, if not the fact which I have described, the people

become king?

Such was the fundamental character of imperial royalty,

which it preserved for the three first centuries of the empire:

it was not till Diocletian that it took its definitive and com-

plete form. It was then, however, upon the point of under-

going a great change; a new royalty had almost appeared.

Christianity laboured for three centuries to introduce the

religious element into society. It was under Constantine

that it met with success, not in making it the prevalent fact,

but in making it play an important part. Here royalty presents

itself under a diflerent aspect; its origin is not earthly; the

prince is not the representative of the public sovereignty; he

is the image of God, his representative and delegate. Tower

came down to him from above, while in imperial royalty

it came from below. These are two utterly diflerent situa-

tions, and have entirely different results. The rights of
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liberty, political guarantees are difficult to combine with
the principle of religious royalty; but the principle itself is

elevated, moral, and salutary. Let us see the idea which was
formed of the prince in the seventh century, in the system of
religious royalty. I take it from the canons of the councils
of Toledo.

“The king is called king (rex,) because he governs justly,

(recte). If he act with justice (recte), he legitimately pos-
sesses the name of king; if lie act with injustice, he miserably
loses it. Our fathers, therefore, said, with good reason: Itex
e/its, cris si rectafads, si autem nonfads, non eris. The two
principal royal virtues are justice and truth, (science of tho
reason).

“ The royal power is bound, like the people, to respect the
laws .... Obedience to the will of Heaven, gives to us and
to our subjects wise laws, which our greatness and that of
our successors is bound to obey, as well us the whole popula-
tion of our kingdom. . . .

“ God, the creator of all things, in disposing the structure of
the human body, has raised the head on high, and has willed
that the nerves of all the members should proceed therefrom.
And he has placed in the head the torch of the eyes, to the
end. that lrom thence may be viewed all things that might be
prejudicial. He has established the power of intellect,
charging it to govern all the members, and wisely to regulate
their action. ... It is first necessary, then, to regulate what
relates to princes, to watch over their safety, and to protect
their file, and then to order what relates to the people; so that
in guaranteeing, as is fitting, the safety of kings, they at

people
timC ?uarantee> and more effectually, that of the

But m the system of religious royalty, another element,qm e i erent irom that of royalty itself, almost always intro-
ctuced itselt. A new power took its place by the side of it,
a P°" ci neaier to God, to the source whence royalty emanates,

ro) a ty itselt: this was the clergy, the ecclesiastical

P )'
C "

.

U
.' 1 lntei‘P°sed itself between God and kings, and

c \\een mgS'and the people; so that royalty, the image of
ini j, ran a c lance of lulling to the rank of an instrument

1 Forum Judicum, i. lib. 2 ; tjt. J. 1 . 2, 1. 4.
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of the human interpreters of the divine will. This was a new
cause of diversity in the destinies and effects of the institu-
tion.

Here, then, we see, what in the fifth century were the
various royalties which manifested themselves upon the ruins
of the Roman empire: the barbaric royalty, the imperial
royalty, and the rising religious royalty. Their fortunes were
as various as their principles.

In France, under the first race, barbaric royalty prevailed;
there were many attempts of the clergy to impress upon it the
impei'ial or religious character; hut election in the royal
family, with some mixture of inheritance and religious ideas,

remained dominant. In Italy, among the Ostrogoths, imperial
royalty superseded the barbarian customs. Theodoric asserted
himself the successor of the emperors. You need only read
Cassiodorus, to acknowledge this character of his government.

In Spain, royalty appeared more religious than elsewhere;
as the councils of Toledo were, I will not say the masters, but
the influencing power, the religious character dominated, if

not in the government, properly so called, of the Visigoth
kings, at least, in the laws with which the clergy inspired

them, and the language which it made them speak.

In England, among the Saxons, barbarian manners subsisted

almost entire. The kingdoms of the heptarchy were merely the

domains of various bands, having each its chief. The military

election is more evident there than elsewhere. Anglo-
Saxon royalty is the most perfect type of barbaric royalty.

Thus from the fifth to the twelfth century, three kinds of

royalty manifested themselves at the same time, in general

facts; one or other of them prevailed, according to circum-

stances, in each of the different states of Europe.

The chaos was such at this epoch, that nothing universal

or permanent could be established; and, from one vicissitude

to another, we arrive at the eighth century, without royalty

having anywhere taken a definitive character. Towards the

middle of the eighth century, with the triumph of the second

race of the Frank kings, events generalized themselves and

became clearer; as they were accomplished upon a greater

scale, they were better understood, and led to more results.

You will shortly see the different royalties distinctly succeed

and combine with each other.
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^t the time when the Carlovingians replace the IMerovin-
gians, a return of barbaric royalty is visible; election again
appears. Pepin causes himself to be elected at Soissons.
When the first Carlovingians give the kingdoms to their sons
they take care to have them accepted by the chief persons
in the states assigned them; when they make a partition, they
wish it to be sanctioned in the national assemblies. In a word
the elective principle, under the form of public acceptation’
reassumes some reality. You bear in mind, that this change
of dynasty was like a new invasion of the Germans in the
west of Europe, and brought back some shadow of their
ancient institutions and manners.
At the same time we see the religious principle introduced

more clearly into royalty, and playing therein a more im-
portant part. Pepin was acknowledged and crowned by the
pope. lie had need of religious sanction; it had already
a great power, and he courted it. Charlemagne took the
same precaution; religious royalty was developing. Still
under Charlemagne this character did not dominate; imperial

i
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in the feudal system was sovereign of sovereigns, lord of
lords, that he held by sure ties, from one class to another,
the entire society; that in calling around him his vassals,

then the vassals of his vassals, he called the whole nation,

and truly showed himself a king. I do not deny that this

was the theory of feudal royalty; but it is a mere theory,
which has never governed facts. That general influence of
the king by the means of an hierarchical organization, those
ties which united royalty to the entire feudal society, are the
dreams of publicists. In fact, the greater part of the feudal
lords were at this epoch entirely independent of royalty; a
large number scarcely knew the name, and had little or no
connexion with it. All the sovereignties were local and
independent : the title of king, borne by one of the feudal

lords, expressed rather a remembrance than a fact.

This was the state of royalty during the course of the

tenth and eleventh centuries. In the twelfth, with the reign

of Louis le Gro3, the aspect of things began to change. We
more often find the king spoken of; his influence penetrated

into places where hitherto he had never made way; his part

in society became more active. If we seek by what title, we
shall recognise none of the titles of which royalty had
hitherto been accustomed to avail itself. It was not as the

heir of the emperors, or by the title of imperial royalty, that

it aggrandized itself and assumed more coherence; nor was

it in virtue of election, nor as the emanation of divine

power. All trace of election had disappeared, the hereditary

principle of succession had become definitively established;

and although religion sanctioned the accession of kings, the

minds of men did not appear at all engrossed with the re-

ligious character of the royalty of Louis le Gros. A new
element, a character hitherto unknown, produced itself in

royalty; a new royalty commenced.

I need not repeat that society was at this epoch in a

prodigious disorder, a prey to unceasing violence. So-

ciety had in itself no means of striving against this deplor-

able state, of regaining any regularity or unity. The feudal

institutions, those parliaments of barons, those seigneurial

courts, all those forms under which, in modern times, feu-

dalism has been represented as a systematic and organised

regime, all this was devoid of reality, of power; there was
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nothing there which could re-establish order or justice; so

that, amidst this social desolation, none knew to whom to

have recourse for the reparation of any great injustice, or to

remedy any great evil, or in any way to constitute anything
resembling a state. The name of king remained; a lord bore

it, and some few addressed themselves to him. The various

titles under which royalty had hitherto presented itself,

although they did not exercise any great control, were still

present to many minds, and on some occasions were reco-
gnised. It sometimes happened that they had recourse to the
king to repress any scandalous violence, or to re-establish

something like order in any place near to his residence, or
to terminate any difference which had long existed; he was
sometimes called upon to interfere in matters not strictly

within his jurisdiction ; he interfered as the protector of
public order, as arbitrator and redresser of wrongs. The
moral authority which remained attached to his name, by
degrees attracted to him this power.
Such is the character which royalty began to take under

Louis le Gros, and under the administration of Suger. Then,
for the first time, we see in the minds of men the idea,
although very incomplete, confused, and weak, of a public
power, foreign to the powers which possessed society, called
to render justice to those who were unable to obtain it by
ordinary means, capable of establishing, or, at least, of com-
manding order; the idea of a great magistrate, whose essen-
tial character was that of maintaining or re-establishing
peace, of protecting the weak, and of ending differences
which none others could decide. This is the entirely new
character under which, dating from the twelfth century,
royalty presented itself in Europe, and especially in France.
It was neither as a barbarous royalty, a religious royalty,
nor as an imperial royalty, that it exercised its empire; it
possessed only a limited, incomplete, and accidental power,

,,

e P0'veL as it were, (I know of no expression more exact)
0

;

1 " reat justice of peace for the whole nation.
I his is the true origin of modern royalty; this, so to

speak, is its vital principle; that which has been developedm le course o its career, and which, I do not hesitate in
sajnng, las loug it about its success. At the different epochs
o is oiy, we see the different characters of royalty reappear;
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we see the various royalties which I have described attempt-
ing by turns to regain the preponderance. Thus the clergy
has always preached religious royalty; jurisconsults laboured
to resuscitate imperial “royalty; and the nobles have some-
times wished to revive elective royalty, or the feudal. And
not only have the clergy, jurisconsults, and nobility, striven

to make dominant in royalty such or such a character; it

has itself made them all subservient to the aggrandizement of

its power; kings have sometimes represented themselves as

the delegates of God, sometimes as the successors of the

emperors, according to the need or inclination of the moment;
they have illegitimately availed themselves of these various

titles, but none of them has been the veritable title of

modern royalty, or the source of its preponderating influence.

It is, I repeat, as the depositary and protector of public

order, of universal justice, and common interest—it is under

the aspect of a great magistracy, the centre and union of

society—that it has shown itself' to the eyes of the people, and

has appropriated their strength by obtaining their adhesion.

You will see, as we advance, this characteristic of modern
European royalty, which commenced at the twelfth century,

iinder the reign of Louis le Gros, strengthen and develop

itself, and became, so to speak, its political physiognomy.

It is through it that royalty has contributed to the great

result which characterizes European societies in the present

day, namely, the reduction of all social elements into two,

the government and the country.

Thus, at the termination of the crusades, Europe entered

the path which was to conduct it to its present state; and

royalty took its appropriate part in the great transformation.

In our next lecture we shall study the different attempts

made at political organization, from the twelfth to the six-

teenth century, with a view to maintain, by regulating it,

the order, then almost in ruin. We shall consider the efforts

of feudalism, of the church, and even of the boroughs, to

constitute society after its ancient principles, and under its

primitive forms, and thus defend themselves against the

general metamorphosis which was in preparation.
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TENTH LECTURE.

Object of tbc lecture—Attempts to reconcile the .various social elements of
modern Europe, and to moke them live and act in common, in one so-
ciety, and under one central power—1st. Attempt at theocratical organi-
zation Why it failed—Four principal obstacles—Faults of Gregory VII.
—Reaction against the domination of the church—On the port of the
people On the part of the sovereigns—2nd. Attempt at republican
organization—Italian republics—Their defects—Towns in the south of
France—Crusade of the Alliigeuses—Swiss confederation—Boroughs of
Flanders and the Rhine— Hanseatic league— Struggle between the
feudal nobility and the boroughs—3rd. Attempt at a mixed organization

States-general of France— Cortes of Spain and Portugal — English
parliament— Peculiar state of Germany-Ill success of all their attempts
—From what causes—General tendency of Europe.

I wish to determine correctly, and at the outset, the object of
this lecture.

You will recollect, that one of the first facts which struck
us in the elements of ancient European society, was their
diversity, separation, and independence. The feudal nobilitv
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mated, and even with a view to its prevention, many efforts

were tried to make all particular societies live and act in

common, without destroying their diversity or independence.
It was not wished to strike a blow in any way prejudicial to

their situation, privileges, or special nature, and yet to unite

them in a single State, to form of them one nation, to rally

them under one and the same government.

All these attempts failed. The result which I have just

mentioned, the unity of modern society, proves their ill suc-

cess. Even in those European countries where some traces

of the ancient diversity of social elements, in Germany, for

example, where there is still a true feudal nobility and a

bourgeoisie; in England, where a national church is in pos-

session of special revenues and a particular j urisdiction, it is

clear that this pretended distinct existence is but an appear-

ance, an illusion; that these special societies are politically

confounded with the general society, absorbed in the State,

governed by the public powers, in subjection to the same

system, and carried away in the current of the same ideas, and

the same manners. I repeat that, where even the form of it

still subsists, the independence of the ancient social elements

has no reality.

Still these attempts to make them co-ordinate without

transforming them, to attach them to a national unity without

abolishing their diversity, have held an important place in

the history of Europe; they partly fill the epoch which now

occupies our attention, that epoch which separates primitive

from modern Europe, and in which the metamorphosis of

European society was accomplished. And not only has it

occupied an important place therein, but it has also greatly

influenced posterior events, and the manner in which the

reduction of all social elements into two, the government

and the public, has been brought about. It is, therefore, of

consequence to properly estimate and thoroughly uuderstand

all the essays at political organization which were made from

the twelfth to the sixteenth century, to create nations and

governments, without destroying the diversity of the second-

ary societies placed side by side. Such will be our business

in this lecture.

It is a difficult and even a painful task. These attempts at

X
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political organization have not nil been conceived and directed
with a good intention; many of them have had no other views
but those of selfishness and tyranny. More than one, however,
has been pure and disinterested; more than one has really had
for its object the moral and social good of mankind. The
state of incoherence, violence, and iniquity in which society
was then pluced, shocked great minds and elevated souls, and
they incessantly sought the means of escaping from it. Still,

even the best of these noble essays have failed; and so much
courage and virtue, so many sacrifices and efforts, have been
lost : is it not a heart rending spectacle ? There is even
one thing still more painful, the source of a sadness still

more bitter: not only have these attempts at social ameliora-
tion failed, but an enormous mass of error and evil has been
mixed up therein. Despite the good intention, the greater
part were absurd, and indicated a profound ignorance of
reason, justice, the rights of humanity, and the foundations
ol the social state; so that not only has success been wanting
to mankind, but they have merited their failures. We here,
then, have the spectacle, not only of the hard destiny of
humanity, but also ol its weakness. One may here see how
the merest instalment of truth suffices so to occupy the greatest
minds, that they entirely forget all the rest, and become blind
to everything which does not come within the straightened
horizon of their ideas; how a mere glimpse of justice in a
cause suffices to make them lose sight of all the injustice
which it involves and permits. This outburst of the vices
and imperfection of man, is, in my opinion, a contemplation
even more melancholy than the misery of his condition; his
taults weigh more heavily upon me than his sufferings. The
attempts which I have to describe, exhibit each °of these
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or the boroughs; to make all the others subordinate to this,

and on these terms to establish unity. The other proposed
to itself to reconcile all the particular societies, and make
them act in common, leaving to each its liberty, and guaran-
teeing its share of influence. The first class of these attempts

is much more liable to the suspicion of selfishness and tyranny
than the second. They have, in fact, oftener been tainted

with these vices ; they are indeed, by their very nature,

essentially tyrannical in their means of action. Some of

them, however, may have been—in fact, have been—conceived

with pure views for the good and progress of humanity.

The first which presents itself is the attempt at a theo-

cratical organization—that is to say, the design of subduing

the various classes of society to the principles and empire of

the ecclesiastical society. You will call to mind what I have
said concerning the history of the church. I have en-

deavoured to show what principles have been developed

within it, what was the share of legitimacy of each, how they

were born of the natural course of events, what services they

have rendered, and what evil they have brought about. I

have characterized the various states into which the church

passed from the eighth to the twelfth century; I have shown

the state of the imperial church, the barbarian, the feudal,

and lastly, the theocratical church. I suppose these recol-

lections to be present to your minds; I shall now endeavour

to indicate what the clergy did to dominate in Europe, and

why they failed.

The attempt at theocratical organization appeared at a

very early period, whether in the acts of the court of Rome,

or in those of the clergy in general; it naturally resulted

from the political and moral superiority of the church, hut

we shall find that it encountered, from the first, obstacles

which, even in its greatest vigour, it did not succeed in

removing.

The first was the very nature of Christianity. Wholly

ditferent in this respect from the greater number of religious

creeds, Christianity was established by persuasion alone, by

simply moral means ;
it was never, from the time of its

birth, armed with force. In the early ages, it conquered

by the Word alone, and it only conquered souls. Hence it

happened, that even after its triumph, when the church was
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in possession of great riches and consideration, yve never find

her invested with the direct government of society. Her
origin, purely moral, and merely by means of persuasion, was
found impressed in her condition. She had much influence,

but she had no power. She insinuated herself into the

municipal magistracies, she acted powerfully upon the em-
perors and their agents, but she had not the positive adminis-

tration of public affairs, the government, properly so called.

Now a system ofgovernment—the theocratical, or any other

—

cannot be established in an indirect manner by mere force of

influence; it is necessary to administer, command, receive

taxes, dispose of revenues, govern, in a word, actually to

take possession of society. When nations and governments
are acted upon by persuasion, much may be effected, and a
great empire exercised; but there would be no government,
no system would be founded, the future could not be provided
for. Such has been, from its very origin, the situation of
the Christian church; she has always been at the side of the
government of society, but she has never removed it, and
taken its place : a great obstacle which the attempt at theo-
cratical organization could not surmount.

She met, at a very early period, with a second obstacle.

The Roman empire once fallen, and the barbarian states
founded, the church found herself among the conquered.
The first thing necessary was to escape this situation

;

the work she had to commence by converting the con-
querors, and thus raising herself to their rank. When
this task was accomplished, and the church aspired to domi-
nation, she encountered the pride and resistance of the
feudal nobility. This was a great service rendered to
Europe by the feudal laity: in the eleventh century, nations
were almost entirely subjected to the church—sovereigns
were scarce able to defend themselves; the feudal nobiTity
alone never received the yoke of the clergy, never humbled
themselves before it. One need only recal the general
P /siognomy of the middle ages to be struck by the singular
mixture ot haughtiness and submission, of blind credulity and
reedom oi mind, in the relations between the lay lords and

t ic priests . \\ e there see some wreck of their primitive con-
l ion. lou will call to mind how I endeavoured to repre-

sent to } ou the origin of feudalism, its first elements, and the
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manner in which the elementary feudal society was formed
around the habitation of the fief-holder. I remarked how,
in that society, the priest was below the lord. Well, there

always remained in the heart of the feudal nobility a recol-

lection and feeling of this situation; it always regarded itself,

not only as independent of the church, but as superior

to it, as alone called to possess and really govern the coun-

try; it was always willing to live in concord with the

clergy, but so as to guard its own interests, and not to give

in to those of the clergy. During many centuries, it was the

lay aristocracy which maintained the independence of society

with regard to the church—that haughtily defended it when
kings and people were subdued. It was the first to oppose,

and perhaps contributed more than any other power to the

failure of the attempt at, a theocratical organization of society.

A third obstacle was likewise opposed, of which, in general,

but little account has been held, and often even its effects

been misconstrued.

Wherever a clergy has seized upon society, and subjected it

to a theocratical organization, it is upon a married clergy that

this empire has devolved, upon a body of priests recruiting

themselves from their own bosom, and bringing up their

children from their very birth in and for the same situation.

Examine history : look at Asia, Egypt; all the great theo-

cracies are the work of a clergy which is a complete society

in itself, which suffices for its own wants, and borrows

nothing from without.

By the celibacy of priests, the Christian clergy was in

an entirely different position; it was obliged, in order to its

perpetuation, to have continual recourse to the laity; to seek

from abroad, in all social positions and professions, the means

of duration. In vain did the esprit-de-corps labour after-

wards to assimilate these foreign elements; something of the

origin of the new comers always remained; burghers or nobles,

they always preserved some trace of their ancient spirit,

their former condition. Doubtless celibacy, in placing the

Catholic clergy in an entirely special situation, foreign to the

interests and common life of mankind, has been to it a chief

cause of isolation; but it has thus unceasingly forced it into

connexion with lay society, in order to recruit and renew

itself therefrom, to receive and undergo some part of the
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moral revolutions which were accomplished in it; and I do not

hesitate to say that this necessity, constantly renewing, has

been much more prejudicial to the success of the attempt at

theocratical organization, than the espril-de-corps, strongly

maintained by celibacy, has been able to promote it.

The church finally encountered, within her own bosom,

powerful adversaries to this attempt. Much has been said

concerning the unity of the church; and it is true she has

constantly aspired to it, and in some respects has happily

attained it. But let us not be deceived by the pomp of words,

nor by that of partial facts. What society has presented

more civil dissensions, or undergone more dismemberment
than the clergy? What nation has been more divided, more
disordered, more unfixed than the ecclesiastical nation? The
national churches of the majority of European countries

almost incessantly struggled against the court of Rome;
councils struggled against popes; heresies have been innu-
merable and constantly renewing, schism always in readi-

ness ; nowhere has there been such diversity of opinions,

such fury in contest, such parcelling out of power. The
internal life of the church, the divisions which have broken
out in it, the revolutions which have agitated it, have,

perhaps, been the greatest obstacles to the triumph of that

organization which she has attempted to impose upon society.

All these obstacles were in action and visible in the very
cradle of the great attempt which we have in review. They
did not, however, prevent its following its course, nor its being
in progress for many centuries. Its most glorious time, its day
of crisis, so to speak, was in the reign of Gregory VII., at the
end of the eleventh century. You have already seen that the
dominant idea of Gregory VII. was to subjugate the world to
the clergy, the clergy to the papal power, and Europe to a
vast and regular theocracy. In this design, as far as it may be
permitted us to judge of events at such a distance, this great
man committed, in my opinion, two great faults; one the
au t o a theorist, the other of a revolutionist. The first was
rnt o ostentatiously displaying his plan, of systematically

proc aiming his principles on the nature and rights of spiritual
ponei, o drawing from them beforehand, like an intractable
ogician, the most distant consequences. He thus menaced
and attacked all the lay sovereignties of Europe, before being
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assured of the means of conquering them. Success in human
aflairs is neither obtained by such absolute proceedings, nor
in the name of philosophical argument. Moreover, Gregory
VII. fell into the common error of revolutionists, that of
attempting more than they can execute, and not taking the
possible as the measure and limit of their efforts. In order to

hasten the domination of his ideas, he engaged in contest with
the Empire, with all the sovereigns, and with the clergy itself.

He hesitated at no consequence, nor cared for any interest,

but haughtily proclaimed that he willed to reign over all

kingdoms as well as oyer all minds, and thus raised against

him, on one side, all the temporal powers, who saw themselves
in pressing danger, and on the other, the free-thinkers, who
began to appear, and who already dreaded the tyranny over

thought. Upon the whole, Gregory perhaps compromised
more than he advanced the cause he wished to serve.

It, however, continued to prosper during the whole of the

twelfth and down to the middle of the thirteenth century.

This is the time of the greatest power and brilliancy of the

church, though I do not think it can be strictly said that she

made any great progress in that epoch. Down to the end of

the reign of Innocent III. she rather cultivated than extended

her glory and power. It was at the moment of her greatest

apparent success that a popular reaction declared itself against

her, in a large portion of Europe. In the south of France,

the heresy of the Albigenses broke forth, which took posses-

sion of an entire, numerous, and powerful community. Almost

at the same time, in the north, in Flanders, ideas and desires

of the same nature appeared. A little later, in England,

Wickliff attacked with talent the power of the church, and

founded a sect which will never perish. Sovereigns did not

long delay entering the same path as the people. It was at

the commencement of the thirteenth century that the most

powerful and the ablest sovereigns of Europe, the emperors

of the house of Hohenstaufen, succumbed in their struggle

with the papacy. During this century, Saint Louis, the most

pious of kings, proclaimed the independence of the temporal

power, and published the first Pragmatic Sanction, which has

been the basis of all others. At the commencement of the

fourteenth century, the quarrel broke out between Philip le

Bel and Boniface VIII.; the king of England, Edward I.
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was not more docile towards Rome. At this epoch, it is clear,

the attempt at a theocratical organization has failed ; the

church, henceforth, will be on the defensive ; she will no

longer undertake to impose her system upon Europe ; her

only thought will be to preserve what she has conquered. It

is from the end of the thirteenth century that the emancipa-

tion of the European lay society really dates; it was then that

the church ceased to pretend to the possession of it.

She had long before renounced this claim, in the very sphere

in which she seemed to have had the best chance of success.

Long since, upon the very threshold of the church, around
her very throne in Italy, theocracy had completely failed, and
given place to an entirely different system—to that attempt at

a democratical organization, of which the Italian republics are

the type, and which, from the eleventh to the sixteenth cen-
tury, played so brilliant a part in Europe.
You recollect what I have already related of the history of

the boroughs, and the manner in which they w ere formed.
In Italy, their destiny was more precocious and powerful
than anywhere else; the towTns there were much more nume-
rous and wealthy than in Gaul, Britain, or Spain; the Roman
municipal system remained more full of life and regular
there.

The country parts of Italy, also, were much less fit to be-
come the habitation of their new masters, than those of the rest
of Europe. They had everywhere been cleared, drained, and
cultivated; they were not clothed with forests; here the bar-
barians were unable to follow the hazards of the chase, or to
lead an analogous life to that of Germany. Moreover, one
part of this territory did not belong to them. The south of
Italy, the Campagna di Roma, and Ravenna, continued to
depend upon the Greek emperors. Favoured by its distance
from the sovereign and the vicissitudes of war, the repub-
lican system, at an early period, gained strength and developed
itself in this part of the country. And not only the whole of
Ital) was not in the power of the barbarians, but even where
t le Barbarians did conquer it, they did not remain in tranquil
and definitive possession. The Ostrogoths were destroyed and
driven out by Belisarius and Narses. The kingdom of the
Lombards succeeded no better in establishing itself. The
1 ranks destroyed it; and, without destroying the Lombard
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population, Pepin and Charlemagne judged it expedient to

form an alliance with the ancient Italian population, in order
to struggle against the recently conquered Lombards. The
barbarians, then, were not in Italy, as elsewhere, the exclusive

and undisturbed masters of the land and of society. Hence
it was, that beyond the Alps, only a very weak, thin, and
scattered feudalism was established. The preponderance, in-

stead of passing into the inhabitants of the country parts, as

had happened in Gaul, for example, continued to appertain to

the towns. When this result became evident, a large portion

of the fief-holders, either from free-will or necessity, ceased

to inhabit the country, and settled in the cities. Barbarian

nobles became burghers. You may imagine what power and
superiority this single fact gave the Italian towns as com-
pared with the other boroughs of Europe. What we have
remarked in these latter, was the inferiority and timidity of the

population. The burghers appeared to us like courageous

freed men painfully struggling against a master who was
always at their gates. The burghers of Italy were very dif-

ferent; the conquering and the conquered population mixed
within the same walls; the towns had not to defend them-

selves from a neighbouring master ; their inhabitants were

citizens, from all time free, at least the majority of them, who
defended their independence and their rights against distant

and foreign sovereigns, at one time against the Frank kings,

at another against the emperors of Germany. Hence, the

immense and early superiority of the towns of Italy: while

elsewhere even the poorest boroughs were formed with infinite

trouble, here we see republics, States arise.

Thus is explained the success of the attempt at republican

organization in this part of Europe. It subdued feudalism

at a very early period, and became the dominant form of

society. But it was little calculated to spread or perpetuate

itself; it contained but few germs of amelioration, the neces-

sary condition to extension and duration.

When we examine the history of the republics of Italy,

from the eleventh to the fifteenth century, we are struck

with two apparently contradictory yet incontestable facts.

We find an admirable development of courage, activity, and

genius, and in consequence great prosperity; there is there

a movement and liberty which is wanting to the rest of
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Europe. Let us ask, what was the real condition of the in-

habitants, how their life was passed, what was their share of
happiness? Here the aspect changes; no history can be
more melancholy and gloomy. There is, perhaps, no epoch
or country in which the position of man appears to have
been more agitated, subject to more deplorable mischances,
or where we meet with more dissensions, crimes, and misfor-
tunes. Another fact is manifest at the same time; in the
political system of the greater part of the republics liberty
continually diminished. The want of security was such,
that the factions were inevitably forced to seek refuge in a
system less tempestuous though less popular than that with
which the state had commenced. Take the history of Florence,
Venice, Genoa, Milan, Pisa; you will everywhere see that
the general course of events, instead of developing liberty,
and enlarging the circle of institutions, tends to contract
it, and to concentre the power within the hands of a small
number of men. In a word, in these republics, so energetic,
brilliant, and wealthy, two things were wanting: security of
life,, the first condition of a social state, and the progress of
institutions.

i'hence a new evil, which did not allow of the extension
of the attempt at republican organization. It was from
without, from foreign sovereigns, that the greatest danger
was threatened to Italy. Tet this danger had never the
effect of reconciling these republics and making them act
in concert; they would never resist in common a common
enemy. Many of the most enlightened Italians, accord-
ingly, the best patriots of our time, deplore the repub-
lican system of Italy in the middle ages as the real cause of
its never having become a nation. It was parcelled out, they
say, into a multitude of petty people, too much under the
control of their passions to allow of their confederating, or

themselves a state. They regret that their
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may compare the organization of Italy in the middle ages to

that of ancient Greece. Greece also was a country full of
petty republics, always rivals and often enemies, and some-
times rallying towards a common end. The advantage in
this comparison is entirely with Greece. There can be no
doubt that, although history gives us many instances of
iniquity in them, too, there was more order, security, and
justice, in the interior of Athens, Lacedremon, Thebes, than
in the Italian republics. Yet how short was the political

existence of Greece! What a principle of weakness existed

in that parcelling out of power and territory! When Greece
came in contact with great neighbouring states, with Mace-
donia and Rome, she at once succumbed. These small

republics, so glorious and still so flourishing, could not form
a coalition for defence. How much stronger was the reason
for the same result happening in Italy, where society and
human reason had been so much less developed and less firm

than among the Greeks.

If the attempt at republican organization had so little

chance of duration in Italy, where it had triumphed, where
the feudal system had been vanquished, you may easily con-

ceive that it would much sooner succumb in the other parts

of Europe.

I will rapidly place its destinies before you.

There was one portion of Europe which bore a great

resemblance to Italy; this was the South of France and the

neighbouring Spanish provinces, Catalonia, Navarre, and

Biscay. There likewise the towns had gained great develop-

ment, importance, and wealth. Many of the petty lords

were allied with the burghers; a portion of the clergy had
likewise embraced their cause; in a word, the country was in

a situation remarkably analogous to that of Italy. Accord-

ingly, in the course of the eleventh century, and at the com-

mencement of the twelfth, the towns of Provence, Languedoc,

and Aquitaine, aimed at a political flight, at forming them-

selves into independent republics, just like those beyond the

Alps. But the south of France was in contact with a very

strong feudalism, that of the north. At this time occurred

the heresy of the Albigenses, and war broke out between feudal

and municipal France. You know the history ol the

crusade against the Albigenses, under Simon de Montfort.
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This was the contest of the feudalism of the north against
the attempt at demoeratical organization of the south.
Despite the southern patriotism, the north carried the day;
political unity was wanting in the south, and civilization

was not sufficiently advanced for men to supply its place by
concert. The attempt at republican organization was put
down, and the crusade re-established the feudal system in
the south of France.

At a later period, the republican attempt met with better
success in the mountains of Switzerland. There the theatre
was very straitened: they had only to struggle against a
foreign sovereign, who, although of a superior force to the
Swiss, was by no means among the most formidable sove-
reigns of Europe. The struggle was courageously sustained.
The Swiss feudal nobility allied themselves in a great mea-
sure with the towns; a powerful succour, which, however,
altered the nature of the revolution which it aided, and
imprinted upon it a more aristocratic and less progressive
character than it seemed at first intended to bear.

I now pass to the north of France, to the boroughs of
Flanders, the banks of the Rhine, and the Hanseatic league.
There the demoeratical organization triumphed fully ii^the
interior of the towns; yet we perceive, from its outset, that
it was not destined to extend itself, or to take entire posses-
sion of society. The boroughs of the north were surrounded
and oppressed by feudalism, by lords and sovereigns, so that
they were constantly on the defensive. It is clear that all
they did was to defend themselves as well as they could, they
essayed no conquests. They preserved their nrivile<res. illlf

-j, ..
ieuciai nobility with a nro-

d,g,ous terror. The lords „ere jealous of the health of the
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boroughs, and feared their power; the democratical spirit

penetrated into the rural districts; the insurrections of the
peasants became more frequent and obstinate. A great coa-
lition was formed among the feudal nobility against the bo-
roughs, almost throughout Europe. The party was unequal

;

the boroughs were isolated; there was no understanding or
communication between them; all was local. There existed,

indeed, a certain sympathy between the burghers of various
countries; the successes or reverses of the towns in Flanders
in the struggles with the dukes of Burgundy, certainly
excited a lively emotion in the French towns ; but this

emotion was transitory and without result; no tie, no real

union, was established; nor did the boroughs lend strength
to one another. Feudalism, then, had immense advantages
over them. But, itself divided and incoherent, it did not
succeed in destroying them. When the struggle had lasted

a certain time, when they had acquired the conviction that a
complete victory was impossible, it became necessary to ac-

knowledge the petty republican burghers, to treat with them,
and to receive them as members of the state. Then a new
order commenced, a new attempt at political organization,

that of mixed organization, the object of which was to re-

concile all the elements of society, the feudal nobility, the

boroughs, clergy, and sovereigns, and to make them live and
act together, in spite of their profound hostility.

All of you know what are the States-general in France,

the Cortes in Spain and Portugal, the Parliament in England,

and the Diets in Germany. You know, likewise, what were
the elements of these various assemblies; the feudal nobility,

the clergy, and the boroughs, collected at them with a view

to unite themselves into a single society, into one state, under

one law and one power. They all, under various names, have

the same tendency and design.

I shall take, as the type of this attempt, the fact which is

the most interesting and the best known to us, namely, the

States-general in France. I say the best known to us; yet I

am convinced that the name of States-general awakens in

your minds only vague and incomplete ideas. None of you

can say what there was fixed or regular in the States-general

of France, what was the number of their members, what the

subjects of deliberation, or what the periods of convocation
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and the duration of sessions; nothing is known of these things;

it is impossible to draw from history any clear, general, or

universal results as to this subject. When we examine closely

the character of these assemblies in the history of France,

they look like mere accidents, political last resource alike for

people and kings; as a last resource for kings when they had

no money, and knew not how to escape from their embarrass-

ments; and as a last resource for the people when the evil

became so great that they knew not what remedy to apply.

The nobility were present in the States-general; the clergy

likewise took part in them; but they came full of indifference,

for they knew that this was not their great means of action,

that they could not promote by it the real part they took in

the government. The burghers themselves were scarcely

more eager about it; it was not a right which they took an
interest in exercising, but a necessity which they tolerated.

Thus may be seen the character of the political activity of
these assemblies. They were sometimes utterly insignificant,

and sometimes terrible. If the king was the strongest, their

humility and docility were carried to an extreme ; if the
situation of the crown was unfortunate, if it had absolute need
of the States, they fell into faction, and became the instru-

ments of some aristocratical intrigue, or some ambitious
leaders. In a word, they were sometimes mere assemblies of
notables, sometimes regular conventions. Thus their works
almost always died with them; they promised and attempted
much, and did nothing. None of the great measures which
have really acted upon society in France, no important reform
in the government, the legislation, or the administration, has
emanated from the States-general. It must not, however, be
supposed that they were without utility or effect; they have
had a moral elfect, of which too little account is generally
taken; they have been, from one epoch to another, a protest
against political servitude, a violent proclamation of certain
tutelary principles; for example, that the country has the
right to impose taxes, to interfere in its own affairs, and to
impose a responsibility upon the agents of power.

l liat these maxims have never perished in France, is to be
attributed to the States-general, and it is no small service to
render to a people, to maintain in its manners, and renew in
its thoughts, the remembrances and rights of liberty. The
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States-general have possessed this virtue, but they have never

been a means of government; they have never entered into

the political organization; they have never attained the end

for which they were formed, that is to say, the fusion into

a single body of the various societies which divided the

country.

The Cortes of Spain and Portugal offer us the same result.

In a thousand circumstances, however, they are different.

The importance of the Cortes varies according to place

and time; in Aragon, and Biscay, amidst the debates con-

cerning the succession to the crown, or the struggles against

the Moors, they were more frequently convoked and more

powerful. In certain Cortes, for example, in those of Castile,

in 1370 and 1373, the nobles and the clergy were not called.

There is a crowd of details which it is necessary should be

taken into account, if we look closely into events. But in

the general view to which I am obliged to confine myself, it

may be said of the Cortes, as of the States-general of France,

that they have been an accident in history, and never a sys-

tem, political organization, or a regular means of government.

The destiny of England was different. I shall not now

enter upon this subject in detail. I propose to devote one

lecture especially to the political life of England ;
I shall

now merely say a few words upon the causes which have

imparted to it a direction entirely different from that of the

continent.

And first, there were no great vassals in England, no sub-

ject in a condition to strive personally against royalty. The

English barons and great lords were obliged to coalesce in

order to resist in common. Thus have prevailed, in the high

aristocracy, the principle of association and true political

manners. Moreover, English feudalism, the petty fief-holders,

have been gradually led, by a series of events which I cannot

enumerate at present, to unite themselves with the burghers,

to sit with them in the House of Commons, which thus pos-

sessed a power superior to that of the continental assemblies,

a force truly capable of influencing the government of the

country. Let us see what was the state of the British par-

liament in the fourteenth century. The House of Lords was

the great council of the king, a council actively associated in

the exercise of power. The House of Commons, composed
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of the deputies of the petty fief-holders, and of burghers, took
scarcely any part in the government, properly so called, but
it established rights, and very energetically defended private
and local interests. The parliament, considered as a whole,
did not yet govern, but it was already a regular institution]
a means of government adopted in principle, and often, in
fact, indispensable. Thus the attempt at junction and alliance
between the various elements of society, with a view to form
of them a single political body, a regular State, was success-
ful in England, while it had tailed everywhere on the con-
tinent.

I shall say but a few words as to Germany, and those
only to indicate the dominant character of its history.
Theie, the attempts at fusion, unity, and general political
organization, were followed with little ardour. The various
social elements remained much more distinct and independent
than in the rest of Europe. If a proof is wanted, one may
be lound in modern times. Germany is the only country
in which the feudal election long took part in the creation
of royalty. I do not speak of Poland, nor the Sclavonian
nations, which entered at so late an age into the system of
European civilization. Germauy is likewise the only coun-
try of Europe where ecclesiastical sovereigns remained; which
preserved free towns, having a true political existence and
sovereignty. It is clear that the attempt to combine in a
single society the elements of primitive European society, has
there had much less activity and effect than elsewhere
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first necessary that a powerful centralization of interest, laws,

manners, and ideas, should be brought about; in a word, it

was necessary that a public power and public opinion should

arise. We have arrived at the epoch when this great work
was consummated. Its first symptoms, the state of mind
and manners during the course of the fifteenth century, the

tendency towards the formation of a central government, and

a public opinion, will form the subject of our next lecture.
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ELEVENTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Special character of the fifteenth century—Progres-

sive centralization of nations ami governments— 1st. Of France—For-

mation of the national French spirit—Government of Louis XI. 2nd.
Of Spain—tint. Of Germany—ith. Of England—Oth. Of Italy—Origin
of the external relations of states and of diplomacy—Movement in re-

ligious ideas—Attempt at aristocratical reform—Council of Constance
and Basle— Attempt at popular reform—John lluss— Regeneration of

literature—Admiration for untiquily—Classical school, or free-thinkers

—General activity—Voyages, discoveries, inventions—Conclusion.

We touch the threshold of modern history, properly so
called the threshold of that society which is our own, of
which the institutions, opinions, and manners were, forty
years ago, those of France, are still those of Europe, and still
exercise so powerful an influence upon us, despite the meta-
morphosis brought about by our revolution. It was with
the sixteenth century, as I have already said, that mo-
eru society really commenced. Before entering upon it,

rec to your minds, I pray you, the roads over whichwe have passed. We have discovered, amidst the ruins
ot the Koman empire, all the essential elements of the Eu-
lope o t ie present day; we have seen them distinguish
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a government. In order to arrive at this result, the various

countries of Europe addressed themselves to all the diffe-

rent systems which co-existed in its bosom; they demanded
the principle of social unity, the political and moral tie,

from theocracy, aristocracy, democracy, and royalty. Hitherto,

all these attempts had failed; no system or influence had

known how to seize upon society, and by its empire to insure

it a truly public destiny. We have found the cause of this

ill success in the absence of universal interests and ideas.

We have seen that all was, as yet, too special, individual,

and local; that a long and powerful labour of centraliza-

tion w as necessary to enable society to extend and cement

itself at the same time, to become at once great and regu-

lar—an end to which it necessarily aspired. This was the

state in which we left Europe at the end of the fourteenth

century.

She was far from understanding her position, such as I

have endeavoured to place it before you. She did not know

distinctly what she wanted or what she sought; still she ap-

plied herself to the search, as if she knew. The fourteenth cen-

tury closed. Europe entered naturally, and, as it were, instinc-

tively, the path which led to centralization. It is the charac-

teristic of the fifteenth century to have constantly tended to

this result; to have laboured to create universal interests and

ideas, to make the spirit of speciality and locality disappear,

to reunite and elevate existences and minds; in fine, to

create, what had hitherto never existed on a large scale,

nations and governments. The outbreak of this fact belongs

to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; it was in the

fifteenth that it was preparing. It is this preparation which

we have to investigate at present— this silent and concealed

work of centralization, whether in social relations or ideas, a

work accomplished by the natural course of events, without

premeditation or design.

Thus man advances in the execution of a plan which he

has not himself conceived, or which, perhaps, lie does not

even understand. lie is the intelligent and free artificer

of a work which does not belong to him. He does not re-

cognise or comprehend it until a later period, when it mani-

fests itself outwardly and in realities; and even then he

understands it but very incompletely. Yet it is by him, it is
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by the development of his intellect and his liberty that it is

accomplished. Conceive a great machine, of which the idea
resides in a single mind, and of which the different pieces

are confided to different workmen, who are scattered, and are
strangers to one another; none of them knowing the work as

a whole, or the definitive and general result to which it con-
curs, yet each executing with intelligence and liberty, by
rational and voluntary acts, that of which he has the charge.
So is the plan of Providence upon the world executed by
the hand of mankind; thus do the two facts which manifest
themselves in the history of civilization co-exist; on the one
hand, its fatality, that which escapes science and the human
will—and on the other, the part played therein by the liberty
and intellect of man, that which he infuses of his own will by
his own thought and inclination.

In order properly to comprehend the fifteenth century—to
obtain a clear and exact idea of this prelude, as it were, of
modern society—we will distinguish the different classes of
facts. We will first examine the political facts, the changes
which have tended to form both nations and governments.
Thence we will pass to moral facts; we will observe the
changes which have been produced in ideas and manners,
and we will thence deduce what general opinions were in
preparation. As regards political facts, in order to proceed
simply and quickly, I will run over all the great countries
of Europe, and show you what the fifteenth century made of
them—in what state it found and left them.

I shall commence with France. The last half of the four-
teenth century and the first half of the fifteenth were, as you
know, the times of great national wars—the wars against the
Enghsh. It was the epoch of the struggle for the independence
o 'lance and the French name against a foreign dominion.

a
r

hist0I7 wiU sll0w with what ardour, despite a
Niii i uc e of dissensions and treasons, all classes of society in

c°ncurred in this struggle; what patriotism took pos-
° Ue leudal nobility, the burghers, and even the
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diaracter of the event than the* history of Joan of Arc, it

f ,,

e ‘l 11101 e l *ian sufficient proof. Joan of Arc sprang

• „
PeoP L>

' ^ was by the sentiments, creed, and pas-
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was looked upon with distrust, scorn, and even enmity, by
the people of the court and the chiefs of the army; but she
had the soldiers and the people ever on her side. It was
the peasants of Lorraine who sent her to the succour of the
burghers of Orleans. No event has more strikingly shown
the popular character of this war, and the feeling with which
the whole country regarded it.

Thus began the formation of French nationality. Up to
the reign of the Valois, it was the feudal character which
dominated in France; the French nation, the French mind,
French patriotism, did not as yet exist. With the Valois
commenced France, properly so called. It was in the course
of their wars, through the phases of their destiny, that the
nobility, the burghers, and the peasants, were for the first

time united by a moral tie, by the tie of a common name, a
common honour, and a common desire to conquer the enemy.
But expect not to find there as yet any true political spirit,

nor any great purpose of unity in the government and insti-

tutions, such as we conceive them in the present day. Unity,

in the France of this epoch, resided in its name, its national

honour, and in the existence of a national royalty, what-
ever it might be, provided the foreigner did not appear
therein. It is in this way that the struggle against the

English powerfully contributed to the formation of the

French nation, to impel it towards unity. At the same
time that France was thus morally forming herself, and the

national spirit was being developed, she was also forming

herself materially, so to speak—that is to say, her territory

was being regulated, extended, strengthened. This was the

period of the incorporation of the greater part of the provinces

which have become France. Under Charles VII., after the

expulsion of the English, almost all the provinces which they

had occupied, Normandy, Angoumois, Touraine, Poitou,

Saintonge, &c., became definitively French. Under Louis

XI., ten provinces, three of which were afterwards lost and

regained, were united to France; namely, Roussillon and

Cerdagne, Burgundy, Franche-Comte, Picardy, Artois,

Provence, Maine, Anjou, and Perche. Under Charles VIII.

and Louis XII., the successive marriages of Anne with

these two kings brought us Brittany. Thus, at the same
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epoch, anil during the course of the same events, the national
territory and mind were forming together; moral and mate-
rial France conjointly acquired strength and unity.

Let us pass from the nation to the government; we shall

see the accomplishment of similar facts, shall move towards
the same result. Never had the French government been
more devoid of unity, connexion, and strength, than under
the reign of Charles VI. and during the first part of that
ol Charles VII. At the end of this latter reign, the aspect
of all things changed. There was evidently a strengthening,
extending, and organizing of power; all the great means
ot government—taxes, military force, law,—were created
upon a great scale, and with some uniformity. This was
the time of the formation of standing armies—free companies,
cavalry—and free archers, infantry. By these companies
Charles VII. re-established some order in those pro-
vinces which had been dcsoluted by the disorders and
exactions of the soldiery, even after war hud ceased.
All contemporary historians speak with astonishment of
the marvellous effects of the free companies. It was at the
same epoch that the poll-tax, one of the principal revenues
of the kingdom, became perpetual; a serious blow to the
liberty ot the people, but which powerfully contributed to
the regularity and strength of the government. At this
time, too, the great instrument of power, the administration
of justice, was extended and organized; parliaments multi-
plied. There were five new parliaments constituted within
® ' cry short period ol time: under Louis XL, the parliament of

,7
en®ble (in 1451), of Bordeaux (in 1462), and of Dijon

( 4/ 1 ); underLouis XII., the parliaments of Kouen (in 1499)
nn ot Aix (in 1501). The parliament of Paris, also, at this
time greatly increased in importance and firmness, both as
regards the administration of justice, and as charged with the
policy of its jurisdiction.

I bus, as regards military force, taxation, and justice,
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at constitutes its very essence, government in

_
1 m tlle fifteenth century, acquired a character of

permanence and regularity hitherto unknown; public power
definitively took the place of the feudal powers.

ie same time another and far different change was
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brought about; a change which was less visible, and which
has less impressed itself upon historians, but which was per-
haps of still more importance—namely, the change which
Louis XL effected in the manner of governing.
Much has been said concerning the struggle of Louis XI.

against the high nobles of the kingdom, of their abasement,
and of his favour towards the burghers and the lower classes.

There is truth in this, although much of it is exaggerated; it

is also true, that the conduct of Louis XI. towards the
different classes oftener troubled than served the state. But
he did something much more important. Up to this time,

the government had proceeded almost entirely by force and
by material means. Persuasion, address, the managing men’s
minds, and leading them to particular views, in a word,
policy—policy, doubtless, of falsehood and imposition, but
also of management and prudence, had hitherto been but
little attended to. Louis XI. substituted in the government
intellectual in place of material means, artifice instead of

force, the Italian policy in place of the feudal. Look at the

two men whose rivalry occupies this epoch of our history,

Charles le Temcraire and Louis XI. Charles was the repre-

sentative of the ancient form of governing; he proceeded

by violence alone, he appealed incessantly to war, he was
incapable of exercising patience, or of addressing himself to

the minds of men in order to make them instruments to his

success. It was, on the contrary, the pleasure of Louis XI.

to avoid the use of force, and take possession of men indi-

vidually by conversation, and the skilful handling of interests

and minds. He changed neither the institutions nor the ex-

ternal system, but only the secret proceedings, the tactics of

power. It was left for modern times to attempt a still greater

revolution, by labouring to introduce, alike into political

means as into political ends, justice instead of selfishness, and

publicity in place of lying fraud. It is not less true, however,

that there was great indication of progress in renouncing the

continual employment of force, in invoking chiefly intellectual

superiority, in governing through mind, and not by the ruin

of existences. It was this that Louis XI. commenced, by

force of his high intellect alone, amidst all his crimes and

faults, despite his bad nature.
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From France I pass to Spain; there I find events of the

same nature; it was thus that the national unity of Spain was
formed in the fifteenth century; at that time, by the conquest

of the kingdom of Grenada, the lengthened struggle between
the Christians and the Arabs was put an end to. Then, also,

the country was centralized; by the marriage of Ferdinand
the Catholic and Isabella, the two principal kingdoms of Cas-
tile and Aragon were united under one power. As in France,
royalty was here extended and strengthened; sterner insti-

tutions, and which bore a more mournful name, served as

its fulcrum; instead of parliament, the inquisition arose. It

contained in germ what it was to be, but it was not then the
same as in its maturer age. It was at first rather political than
religious, and intended rather to maintain order, than to de-
fend the faith. The analogy extends beyond institutions, it

is found even in the persons. With less artifice, mental
movement, and restless and busy activity, the character and
government of Ferdinand the Catholic resemble that of Louis
XI. I hold as unimportant all arbitrary comparisons and
fanciful parallels; but here the analogy is profound, and visible
alike in general facts and in details.

We find the same in Germany. It was in the middle of
the fifteenth century, in 1438, that the house of Austria re-
turned to the Empire, and with it the imperial power ac-
quired a permanence which it had never possessed before;
election afterwards did little more than consecrate the here-
ditary successor. At the end of the fifteenth century, Maxi-
milian I. definitively founded the preponderance of his house,
and the regular exercise of central authority; Charles YU. first
created in Franee a standing army, for the maintenance of
order; Maximilian was also the first, in his hereditary states, to
attain the same end by the same means. Louis XI. esta-
blished the post-office in France; and Maximilian introduced
it into Germany. Everywhere the same progressions of civili-
zat
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re similarly cultivated for the good of central power.
ie ustoiy of England in the fifteenth century consists of

wo great events; without, the struggle against the French,
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e two Hoses, the foreign and the civil war.

iosc wo so dissimilar wars led to the same result. The strug-
gle against the French was sustained by the English people with
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an ardour which profited only royalty. This nation, already
more skilful and firm than any other in keeping back its forces

and supplies, at this epoch abandoned them to its kings with-
out foresight or limit. It was under the reign of Henry V.
that a considerable tax, the customs, was granted to the king
from the commencement of his reign, until his death. When the

foreign war was ended, or almost so, the civil war, which had
at first been associated with it, continued alone; the houses of

York and Lancaster disputed for the throne. When they
came to the end of their bloody contests, the high English

aristocracy found itself ruined, decimated, and incapable of

preserving the power which it had hitherto exercised. The
coalition of the great barons could no longer influence the

throne. The Tudors ascended it, and with Henry VII. in

1485, commenced the epoch of political centralization, and
the triumph of royalty.

Royalty was not established in Italy, at least not under that

name; but this matters little as regards the result. It was in

the fifteenth century that the republics fell; even where the

name remained, the power was concentred in the hands of

one or more families; republican life was extinct. In the

north of Italy, almost all the Lombard republics were absorbed

in the duchy of Milan. In 1434, Florence fell under the

domination of the Medicis; in 1464, Genoa became subject

to the Milanese. The greater portion of the republics, great

and small, gave place to sovereign houses. The pretensions

of foreign sovereigns were soon put forth upon the north

and south of Italy, upon the Milanese on one side, and on the

kingdom of Naples on the other.

Upon whatever country of Europe we turn our eyes, and

whatever portion of its history we may consider, whether it

has reference to the nations themselves, or to their govern-

ments, to the institutions or the countries, we shall every-

where see the ancient elements and forms of society on the

point of disappearing. The traditional liberties perish, and

new and more concentrated and regular powers arise. There

is something profoundly sad in the fall of the old European

liberties; at the time, it inspired the bitterest feelings. In

France, Germany, and, above all, in Italy, the patriots of

the fifteenth century contested with ardour, and deplored

with despair, this revolution, which, on all sides, was bringing
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about what might justly be called despotism. One cannot
help admiring their courage and commiserating their sorrow;
but, at the same time, it must be understood that this revolu-
tion was not only inevitable, but beneficial also. The primi-
tive system of Europe, the old feudal and communal liberties,
had failed in the organization of society. What constitutes
social life is security and progress. Any system which does
not procure present order and future progress, is vicious, and
soon abandoned. Such was the late of the ancient political
forms, the old European liberties, in the fifteenth century.
They could give to society neither security nor progress.
These were sought elsewhere, from other principles and other
means. This is the meaning of all the facts which I have
just placed before you.

From the same epoch dates another fact, which has held
an important place in the political history of Europe. It was
in the fifteenth century that the relations of governments be-
tween themselves began to be frequent, regular, permanent.
It was then, for the first time, that those great alliances were
formed, whether for peace or war, which at a later period
produced the system of equilibrium. Diplomacy in Europe
dates from the fifteenth century. Towards the end of this
century you see the principal powers of Continental Europe,
the popes, the dukes ot Milan, the Venetians, the emperors of
Germany, and the kings of Spain and of France, form con-
nexions, negotiate, unite, balance each other. Thus, at the
time that Charles VII. formed his expedition to conquer the
kingdom of Naples, a great league was formed against him,
between Spain, the pope, and the Venetians. The league of
Dambrai was formed some years later, (in 1508,) against the

enet,ans. 1 he holy league, directed against Louis XII..
succeeded in 1511 to the league of Cambrai. All these
alliances arose from Italian policy, from the desire of various
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this kind escaped them; it was not, for them, of any internal
or direct interest; they cared little about it, and left such
events to the discretion of the central power. Thus diplo-
macy, at its birth, tell into the hands of the kings, and the
idea that it belonged exclusively to them, that the. country,
although free, and having the right of voting its taxes and
interfering in its alfairs, was not called upon to mix itself in
external matters—this idea, I say, was established in almost
all European minds, as an accepted principle, a maxim of
common law. Open English history at the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, you will see what power this idea
exercised, and what obstacles it opposed to English liberties
under the reigns of Elizabeth, James I., and Charles I. It
was always under the name of this princijde that peace and
war, commercial relations, and all external affairs, appertained
to the royal prerogative; and it was by this that absolute
power defended itself against the rights of the country.
Nations have been excessively timid in contesting this part
of prerogative; and this timidity has cost them the more dear,

since, from the epoch upon which we are now entering, that
is to say, the sixteenth century, the history of Europe is

essentially diplomatic. External relations, during nearly
three centuries, are the important fact of history. Within,
nations became regulated, the internal government, upon the
continent, at least, led to no more violent agitations, nor
absorbed public activity. It is external relations, wars,
negotiations, and alliances, which attract attention, and fill

the pages of history, so that the greater portion of the destiny

of nations has been abandoned to the royal prerogative and
to central power.

Indeed, it was hardly possible it should be otherwise. A
very great progress in civilization, and a great development of

intellect and political skill are necessary, before the public

can interfere with any success in affairs of this kind. From
the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, the people were very
far from being thus qualified. See what took place under
James I. in England, at the commencement of the seventeenth

century: his son-in-law, the elector-palatine, elected king of

Bohemia, lost his crown; he was even robbed of his hereditary

states, the palatinate. The whole of protestantism was in-

terested in his cause, and for that reason, England testified a
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lively interest towards him. There was a powerful ebullition

of public opinion to force king James to take the part of his

son-in-law, and regain for him the palatinate. Parliament
furiously demanded war, promising all the means for carrying
it on. James was unwilling; he eluded the matter, made
some attempts at negotiation, sent some troops to Germany,
and then came to tell parliament that f900,000 sterling were
necessary to maintain the contest with any chance of success.
It is not said, nor indeed does it appear to have been the
case, that his calculation was exaggerated. But the parlia-
ment recoiled with surprise and terror at the prospect of
such a charge, and it unwillingly voted £70,000 sterling to
re-establish a prince, and reconquer a country three hundred
leagues from England. Such was the political ignorance
and incapacity of the public in matters of this kind; it

acted without knowledge of facts, and without troubling
itself with any responsibility. It was not, then, in a con-
dition to interfere in a regular or etlieacious manner. This
is the principal cause of the external relations falling into
the hands of the central power; that alone was in a condition
to direct them, I do not say for the public interest, for it
was far from being always consulted, but with any continuity
or good sense.

You see, under whatever point of view the political history
of Europe at this epoch is presented to us, whether we turn
our eyes upon the internal state of nations, or upon the re-
lations of nations with each other, whether we consider the
administration of war, justice, or taxation, we everywhere
nnd the same character; everywhere we see the same ten-
dency to the centralization, unity, formation, and preponder-
ance of general interests and public powers. This was the

vpT? °f the firteenth century, a work which did not as

'...J?
to anJ prominent result, nor any revolution,

P
s
?

ca e<
l’
m society, but which prepared the way

another*
^ s

^
a
JJ

immediately place before you facts of

menl Of tl T’
m°ral factS

’ facts which relate to the develop-

w h i r’,
mind

’ and universal »'cas. There also

the same result
* 8° ^ Same Phenomenon, and arrive at

enni
comn

j

encc with a class of facts which has often oc-
cupied us, and which, under the most various forms, has



206 HISTORY OV

always held an important place in the history of Europe,
namely, facts relative to the church. Down to the fifteenth
century we have seen in Europe no universal and powerful
ideas acting truly upon the masses, except those of a religious
nature. AVe have seen the church alone invested with the
power of regulating, promulgating, and prescribing them.
Often, it is true, attempts at independence, even separa-
tion, were formed, and the church had much to do to over-
come them. But hitherto she had conquered them; creeds
repudiated by the church had taken no general and perma-
nent possession of the minds of the people; the Albigenses
themselves were crushed. Dissension and contest were of
incessant occurrence in the heart of the church, but without
any decisive or eminent result. At the beginning of the fif-

teenth century, an entirely different fact announced itself;

new ideas, a public and avowed want of change and reform,
agitated the church herself. The end of the fourteenth and
commencement of the fifteenth century were marked by the
great schism of the west, the result of the translation of the
holy see to Avignon, and of the creation of two popes, one at

Avignon, the other at Rome. The struggle between these

two papacies is what is called the great schism of the west.

It commenced in 1378. In 1409, the council of Pisa wishing
to end it, deposed both popes, and nominated a third, Alex-
ander V. So far from being appeased, the schism became
warmer; there were three popes instead of two. The dis-

order and abuses continued to increase. In 1414, the

council of Constance assembled, at the summons of the

emperor Sigismond. It proposed to itself a work very dif-

ferent from nominating a new pope; it undertook the reform
of the church. It first proclaimed the indissolubility of the

general council, and its superiority over the papal power; it

undertook to make these principles prevalent in the church,

and to reform the abuses which had crept into it, above all

the exactions by which the court of Rome had procured sup-

plies. For the attainment of this end, the council nominated
what we will call a commission of inquiry, that is to say, a

college of reform, composed of deputies of the council taken

from different nations; it was the duty of this college to seek

what were the abuses which disgraced the church, and how
they might best be remedied, and to make a report to the
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council, which would consult upon the means of execution.

But while the council was occupied in this work, the ques-
tion was mooted as to whether they could proceed in the re-

formation of abuses, without the visible participation of the
chief of the church, without the sanction of the pope. The
negative was passed by the influence of the Romanist party,

supported by honest, but timid men; the council elected

a new pope, Martin V., in 1417. The pope was desired to

present on his part a plan of reform in the church. This
plan was not approved, and the council separated. In 1431
a new council assembled at Basle with the same view. It
resumed and continued the work of reform of the council of
Constance, and met with no better success. Schism broke
out in the interior of the assembly, the same as in Christianity.
The pope transferred the council of Basle to Ferrara, and
afterwards to Florence. Fart of the prelates refused to obey
the pope, and remained at Basle; and as formerly there had
been two popes, so there were now two councils. That of
Basle continued its projects of reform, and nominated its

pope, Felix V. After a certain time, it transported itself to
Lausanne; and in 1449 dissolved itself, without having
effected anything.

Thus papacy carried the day, and remained in possession
of the field of battle and the government of the church. The
council could not accomplish what it had undertaken; but
it effected things which it had not undertaken, and which
survived it. At the time that the council of Basle failed in
its attempts at reform, sovereigns seized upon the ideas which
it proclaimed, and the institutions which it suggested. In
lance, upon the foundation of the decrees of the council of

Lasle, Charles V. formed the Pragmatic Sanction, which he
issued at Bourges in 1438; it enunciated the election ofD. ops, the suppression of first fruits, and the reform of the
principni abuses which had been introduced into the church,ine i. ragmatic Sanction was declared in France the law of the

.

ermauy> the diet of Mayence adopted it in 1439,

I,
“k™ made » law of the German empire. What
spin ua power had unsuccessfully attempted, the tem-

poral power seemed destined to accomplish.
6W 1 ey™ /Pra?g up for the projects of reform. As

it unc iac failed, so did the Pragmatic Sanction. In
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Germany it perished very abruptly. The diet abandoned it in

1448, in consequence of a negotiation with Nicholas V. In
1516, Francis 1. likewise abandoned it, and in its place sub-
stituted his Concordat with Leo X. The princes’ reform
did not succeed any better than that of the clergy. But
it must not be supposed that it entirely perished. As
the council effected things which survived it, so also the

Pragmatic Sanction had consequences which it left beliind,

and which played an important part in modern history. The
principles of the council of Basle were powerful and fertile.

Superior men, and men of energetic character, have adopted
and supported them. John of Paris, D’Ailly, Gerson, and
many distinguished men of the fifteenth century, devoted

themselves to their defence. In vain was the council dis-

solved; in vain was the Pragmatic Sanction abandoned; its

general doctrines upon the government of the church, and upon
the reforms necessary to be carried out, had taken root in

France; they were perpetuated; they passed into the parlia-

ments, and became a powerful opinion. They gave rise first to

the Jansenists, and afterwards to the Gallicans. All this series

of maxims and efforts tending to reform the church, which
commenced with the council of Constance, and terminated

with the four propositions of Bossuet, emanated from the

same source, and were directed towards the same end; it

was the same fact successively transformed. It was in vain

that the attempt at legal reform in the fifteenth century failed;

not the less has it taken its place in the course of civilization

—not the less has it indirectly exercised an enormous influ-

ence.

The councils were right in pursuing a legal reform, for that

alone could prevent a revolution. Almost at the moment
when the council of Pisa undertook to bring the great schism

of the west to a termination, and the council of Constance to

reform the church, the first essays at popular religious reform

violently burst forth in Bohemia. The predictions and

progress of John IIuss date from 1404, at which period

he began to teach at Prague. Here, then, are two reforms

marching side by side; the one in the very heart of the

church, attempted by the ecclesiastical aristocracy itself—

a

wise, but embarrassed and timid reform; the other, outside

and against the church, violent and passionate. A contest



CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE. 209

arose between these two powers and designs. The council
summoned John Huss and Jerome of Prague to Constance
and condemned them as heretics and revolutionists. These
events are perfectly intelligible to us at the present day. We
can very well understand this simultaneousness of separate
reforms enterprises undertaken, one by the governments, the
other by the people, opposed to one another, and yet emanating
from the same cause and tending to the same end, and, in tine”
although at war with each other, still concurring to the same
result. This is what occurred in the fifteenth century. The
popular reform of John liuss was for the instant stifled; the

ai of the 1 1 ussites broke forth three or four years after the
death of the irmaster. It lasted long, and was violent, but
the Empire finally triumphed. But as the reform of the
councils had failed, as the end which they pursued had not
been attained, the popular reform ceased not to ferment. It
watched the first opportunity, and found it at the commence-
ment of the sixteenth century. If the reform undertaken by
the councils had been well carried out, the Reformation
might have been prevented. But one or the other must
lia\e succeeded; their coincidence shows a necessity.

This, then, is the state in which Europe was left by the
fifteenth century with regard to religious matters—an aristo-
cratical reform unsuccessfully attempted, and a popular reform
commenced, stifled, and always ready to re-appear. But itwas not to the sphere of religious creeds that the fermentation
of the human mind at this epoch was confined. It was in the
course of the fourteenth century, as you all know, that Greek
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for the writings of the ancients, for Virgil and Homer, but
for the whole of ancient society, for its institutions, opinions,

and philosophy, as well as for its literature. It must be con-

fessed that antiquity, under the heads of politics, philosophy,

and literature, was far superior to the Europe of the fourteenth

and fifteenth centuries. It cannot therefore be wondered at that

it should exercise so great a sway, or that for the most part

elevated, active, refined, and fastidious minds, should take a

disgust at the coarse manners, confused ideas, and barbarous

forms of their own times, and that they should devote them-
selves with enthusiasm to the study, and almost to the worship

of a society at once more regular and developed. Thus was
formed that school of free thinkers which appeared at the

commencement of the fifteenth century, and in which pre-

lates, jurisconsults, and scholars, met together.

Amidst this excitement happened the taking of Constanti-

nople by the Turks, the fall of the Eastern empire, and the

flight into Italy of the Greek fugitives. They bi-ought

with them a higher knowledge of antiquity, numerous manu-
scripts, and a thousand new means of studying ancient

civilization. The redoubled admiration and ardour with

which the classical school was animated may easily be

imagined. This was the time of the most brilliant develop-

ment of the high clergy, particularly in Italy, not as regards

political power, properly speaking, but in point of luxury and

wealth; they abandoned themselves with pride to all the

pleasures of a voluptuous, indolent, elegant, and licentious

civilization—to the taste for letters and arts, and for social

and material enjoyments. Look at the kind of life led by

the men who played a great political and literary part at

this epoch—by Cardinal Bembo, for instance; you will be

surprised at the mixture of sybaritism and intellectual de-

velopment, of effeminate manners and hardihood of mind.

One would think, indeed, when we glance over this epoch,

when we are present at the spectacle ot its ideas and the

state of its moral relations, one would think we were living

in France in the midst of the eighteenth century. There is

the same taste for intellectual excitement, for new ideas, for

an easy, agreeable life; the same effeminateness and licen-

tiousness; the same deficiency in political energy and moral

faith, with a singular sincerity and activity of mind. Tlie
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literati of the fifteenth century were, with regard to the
prelates of the high church, in the same relation as men
of letters and philosophers of the eighteenth century with
the high aristocracy; they all had the same opinions and
the same manners, lived harmoniously together, and did not
trouble themselves about the commotions thut were in pre-
paration around them. The prelates of the fifteenth century,
commencing with Cardinal 11cmbo, most certainly no more
foresaw Luther and Calvin than the people of the court
foresaw the French revolution. The position, however, was
analogous.

lluee great tacts, then, present themselves at this epoch
in the moral order: first, an ecclesiastical reform attempted
by the church herselt; secondly, a popular religious reform;
and finally an intellectual reform, which gave rise to a school
of tree thinkers. And all these metamorphoses were in pre-
paration amidst the greatest political change which had
taken place in Lurope, amidst the work of centralization of
people and governments.

Ihis was not all. This also was the time of the greatest
external activity ot mankind; it was a period of voyages,
enterprises, discoveries, and inventions of all kinds. This
was the time of the great expeditions of the Portuguese
along the coast ot Africa, of the discovery of the passage of the
Cape of Good Ilope by Vasco de Gama, of the discovery of
America by Christopher Columbus, and of the wonderful
extension of European commerce. A thousand new inven-
mns came forth; others already known, but only within a nar-row sphere, became popular and of common use. Gunpowder
changed the system of war, the compass changed the systemfJT The “» of oil pota'tae developed itself, andcovered Europe with masterpieces of art: engraving on" 146°’ multiPlied “d promulgated them
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Violent reforms seem unsuccessful, governments strengthened,

and nations pacified. It might he thought that society was

preparing to enjoy a better order of things, amidst a more

rapid progress. But the powerful revolutions of the six-

teenth century were impending: the fifteenth had been pre-

paring them. They will be the subject of my next lecture.
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TWELFTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Difficulty of distinguishing general facts in modern
history—Picture of Europe in the sixteenth century—Danger of preci-

pitate generalization—Various causes assigned to the Reformation—Its

dominant character was the insurrection of the human mind against ab-
solute power in the intellectual order—Evidences of this fact—Fate of
the Reformation in different countries—Weak side of the Reformation
The Jesuits—Analogy between the revolutions of religious society
and those of civil society.

We have often deplored the disorder and chaos of European
society; we have complained of the difficulty of understand-
ing and describing a society thus scattered, incoherent, and
broken up; we have longed for, and patiently invoked, the
epoch of general interests, order, and social unity. We
have now arrived at it; we are entering upon the epoch
when all is general facts and general ideas, the epoch of
order and unity. We shall here encounter a difficulty of
another kind. Hitherto we have had much trouble in con-
necting facts with one another, in making them co-ordinate, in
perceiving whatever they may possess in common, and dis-
tinguishing some completeness. Everything reverses itself inmodern Europe; all the elements and incidents of social life

JV.r themselves, and act and react on one another; the
a ions o men among themselves become much more

-TTS aud comPlicated. It is the same in their relations

he -tlfp?°
Vernmen
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wlc iitT6 themselves, the same in ideas and in the
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,

>e luman mind. In the times which we have gone
through, a large number of facts passed away isolated,
0ieio n o one another, and without reciprocal influence.
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"VVe shall now no longer find this isolation; all things touch,
commingle, and modify as they meet. Is there anything more
difficult than to seize the true unity amid such diversity, to

determine the direction of a movement so extended and com-
plex, to recapitulate this prodigious number of various ele-

ments so clearly connected with one another; in fine, to

ascertain the general dominant fact, which sums up a long
series of facts, which characterizes an epoch, and is the
faithful expression of its influence and its share in the
history of civilization? You will measure with a glance
this difficulty, in the great event which now occupies our
attention. We encountered, in the twelfth century, an event
which was religious in its origin if not in its nature, I
moan the crusades. Despite the greatness of this event,

despite its long duration and the variety of incidents to

which it led, we found it difficult enough to distinguish its

general character, and to determine with any precision

its unity and its influence. We have now to consider the

religious revolution of the sixteenth century, usually called

the Reformation. Permit me to say, in passing, that I shall

use the wrord reformation as a simple and understood term,

as synonymous with religions revolution, and without imply-

ing any judgment of it. You see, at the very commence-
ment, how difficult it is to recognise the true character of

this great crisis, to say in a general manner what it was and

what it effected.

It is between the commencement of the sixteenth and the

middle of the seventeenth century that we must look for the

Reformation ; for that period comprises, so to speak, the life

of the event, its origin and end. All historical events

have, so to speak, a limited career; their consequences are

prolonged to infinity; they have a hold upon all the past

and all the future; but it is not the less true that they

have a particular and limited existence, that they are

born, that they increase, that they fill with their develop-

ment a certain duration of time, and then decrease and

retire from the scene in order to make room for some new
event.

The precise date assigned to the origin of the Reformation

is of little importance; we may take the year 1520, when
Luther publicly burnt, at Wittemberg, the bull of Leo X.
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which condemned him, and thus formally separated him-
self from the Roman church. It was between this epoch
and the middle of the seventeenth century, the year 1648, the
date of the treaty of Westphalia, that the life of the Reforma-
tion was comprised. Here is the proof of it. The first and
greatest effect of the religious revolution was to create in

Europe two classes of states* the Catholic states and the Pro-
testant states, to place them opposite each other, and open the
contest between them. With many vicissitudes, this

struggle lasted from the commencement of the sixteenth
century down to the middle of the seventeenth. It was by
the treaty of AN estphalia, in 1648, that the Catholic and Pro-
testant states at last acknowledged one another; agreed to,

then, a mutual existence, and promised to live in society and
peace, independently of the diversity of religion. Dating
from 1648, diversity in religion ceased to be the dominant
principle of the classification of states, of their external
policy, their relations, and alliances. Up to this epoch, in
spite of great variations, Europe was essentially divided into
a Catholic and a Protestant league. After the treaty of West-
phalia, this distinction vanished; states were either allied or
divided upon other considerations than religious creeds. At
thnt point, then, the preponderance, that is to say, the
career, of the Reformation stopped, although its consequences
did not then cease to develop themselves. Let us now
glance hastily over this career; and without doing more than
naming events and men, let us indicate what it contains.
i ou will see by this mere indication, by this dry and incom-
p ete nomenclature, what must be the difficulty of recapitu-
lating a series of facts so varied and so complex—of recapitu-
atmg them, I say, in one general fact; of determining what
was t ie ttue character of the religious revolution of the six-
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Henry VIII., interfered in continental politics with more
regularity, permanence, and to a greater extent than she had
hitherto done.

Let us follow the course of the sixteenth century in France.
It -was filled by the great religious wars of the Protestants and
Catholics, the means and the occasion of a new attempt of

the great lords to regain the power they had lost. This
is the political purport of our religious wars, of the League,
of the struggle of the Guises against the Valois, a struggle

which ended by the accession of Henry IV.
In Spain, during the reign of Philip II., the revolution of

the United Provinces broke out. The inquisition and civil

and religious liberty waged war under the names of the duke
of Alva and the prince of Orange. While liberty triumphed
in Holland by force of perseverance and good sense, she

perished in the interior of Spain, where absolute power pre-

vailed, both lay and ecclesiastical.

In England, during this period, Mary and Elizabeth

reigned; there was the contest of Elizabeth, the head of Pro-

testantism, against Philip II. Accession of James Stuart to

the throne of England ;
commencement of the great quarrels

between royalty and the English people.

About the same time, new powers were created in the

north. Sweden was reinstated by Gustavus Vasa, in 1523.

Prussia was created by the secularising of the Teutonic order.

The powers of the north then took in European politics a

place which they had never hitherto occupied, the importance

of which was soon to be shown in the thirty years war.

I return to France. The reign of Louis XIII.; Cardinal

Richelieu changed the internal administration of France, en-

tered into relations with Germany, and lent aid to the Pro-

testant party. In Germany, during the last part of the six-

teenth century, the contest took place against the Turks;

and at the commencement of the seventeenth century the

thirty years war, the greatest event of modern Eastern

Europe. At this time flourished Gustavus Adolphus, Wallen-

stein, Tilly, the duke of Brunswick, and the duke ofWeimar,

the greatest names that Germany has yet to pronounce.

At the same epoch,' in France, Louis XIV. ascended the

throne; the Fronde commenced. In England, the revo-

lution which dethroned Charles I., broke out.
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I only take the leading events of history, events whose
name every one knows; you see their number, variety, and
importance. If we seek events of another nature, events

which are less apparent, and which are less summed up in

names, we shall find this epoch equally full. This is the

period of the greatest changes in the political institutions

of almost all nations, the time when pure monarchy pre-
vailed in the majority of great states, whilst in Holland
the most powerful republic in Europe was created, and in

England constitutional monarchy triumphed definitively, or
nearly so. In the church, this was the period when the
ancient monastic orders lost almost all political power, and
were replaced by a new order of another character, and
the importance of which, perhaps erroneously, is held as
far superior to theirs, the Jesuits. At this epoch, the
council of Trent effaced what might still remain of the
influence of the councils of Constance and Basle, and se-
cured the definitive triumph of the court of Rome in the
ecclesiastical order. Let us leave the church, and cast a
glance upon philosophy, upon the free career of the human
mind; two men present themselves, Bacon and Descartes, the
authors of the greatest philosophical revolution which the
modern world has undergone, the chiefs of the two schools
which disputed its empire. This also was the period of the
brilliancy of Italian literature, and of the commencement of
French and of English literature. And lastly, it was the time
ot the foundation of great colonies and the most active deve-
lopments of the commercial system. Thus, under whatever
poiut of view you consider this epoch, its political, ecclesias-
tical, philosophical, and literary events are in greater number,
and more varied and important, than in any century preceding
it. The activity of the human mind manifested itself in
every way, m the relations of men between themselves, in
their relations with power, in the relations of states, and
in purely intellectual labours; in a word, it was a time for
great men and for great things. And in the midst of tliis
period, the religious revolution which occupies our attention
is the greatest event of all; it is the dominant fact of this
epoch, the tact which gives to it its name, and determines its
character. Among so many powerful causes which have
pla) ed so important a part, the Reformation is the most power-
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ful, that in which all the others ended, which modified

them all, or was by them modified. So that what we have to

do at present is to truly characterise and accurately sum up
the event which in a period of the greatest events dominated
over all, the cause which effected more than all others in a

time of the most influential causes.

You will easily comprehend the difficulty of reducing facts

so various, so important, and so closely united, to a true

historical unity. It is, however, necessary to do this. When
events are once consummated, when they have become history,

what are most important, and what man seeks above all things,

are general facts, the connexion of causes and effects. These,

so to speak, are the immortal part of history, that to which all

generations must refer in order to understand the past, and

to understand themselves. The necessity for generalisation

and rational result, is the most powerful and the most

glorious of all intellectual wants; but we should be careful

not to be contented with incomplete and precipitate gene-

ralisations. Nothing can be more tempting than to give

way to the pleasure of assigning immediately and at the

first view, the general character and permanent results ot an

epoch or event. The human mind is like the will, always

urgent for action, impatient of obstacles, and eager for

liberty and conclusions; it willingly forgets facts which im-

pede and cramp it; but in forgetting, it does not destroy

them; they subsist to condemn it some day and convict it ot

error. There is but one means for the human mind to escape

this danger; that is, courageously and patiently to exhaust

the study of facts before generalising and concluding. I acts

are to the mind what rules of morality are to the will. It

is bound to know them and to bear their weight; and it is

only when it has fulfilled this duty, when it has viewed and

measured their whole extent, it is then only that it is permitted

to unfold its wings, and take flight to the high region where

it will see all things in their totality and their results. If it

attempt to mount too quickly, and without having gained a

knowledge of all the territory which it will have to contem-

plate from thence, the chance of error and failure is very

"reat. It is the same as in an arithmetical calculation,

where one error leads to others, ad infinitum. So in history,

if in the first labour we do not attend to all the facts, if we
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give ourselves up to the taste for precipitate generalisatiou,
it is impossible to say to what mistakes we may be led.

I am warning you in a measure against myself. I have
only made, and, indeed, could only make, attempts at gene-
ralisation, general recapitulations of facts which we have not
studied closely and at large. But having arrived at an epoch
when this undertaking is much more difficult than at any
other, and when the chances of error are much greater, I
have thought it a duty thus to warn you. That done, I shall
now proceed and attempt as to the Reformation what I have
done as to other events; 1 shall endeavour to distinguish its

dominant fact, to describe its general character, to say, in a
word, what is the place and the share of this great event in
European civilization.

You will call to mind how we left Europe at the end of the
fifteenth century. We have seen, in its course, two great
attempts at religious revolution and reform: an attempt at
legal reform by the councils, and an attempt at revo-
lutionary reform in Bohemia by the Hussites; we have seen
them stifled and failing one after the other; but still we have
seen that it was impossible the event should be prevented,
that it must be reproduced under one form or another; that
what the fifteenth century had attempted, the sixteenth would
inevitably accomplish. I shall not recount in any way the
details of the religious revolution of the sixteenth century: I
take it for granted that they are almost universally known.
1 attend only to its general influence upon the destinies of
the human race.

When the causes which determined this great event have
en investigated, the adversaries of the Reformation have im-

putetf it to accidents, to misfortunes in the course of civiliza-
t0 the sale of indulgences having been

confided to the Dominicans, which made the Augustines
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On the other hand, the partisans and friends of the Reform-
ation have endeavoured to explain it merely by the neces-

sity for reform in the existing abuses of the church; they

have represented it as a redressing of religious grievances, as

an attempt conceived and executed with the sole design of

reconstituting a pure and primitive church. Neither of these

explanations seems to me sound. The second has more truth

in it than the first; at least it is more noble, more in unison

with the extent and importance of the event; still I do not

think it correct. In my opinion, the Reformation was nei-

ther an accident, the result of some great chance, of personal

interest, nor a mere aim at religious amelioration, the fruit

of an Utopia of humanity and truth. It had a far more
powerful cause than all this, and which dominates over all

particular causes. It was a great movement of the liberty

of the human mind, a new necessity for freely thinking and

judging, on its own account, and with its own powers, of facts

and ideas which hitherto Europe had received, or was held

bound to receive, from the hands of authority. It was a

grand attempt at the enfranchisement of the human mind; and,

to call things by their proper names, an insurrection of the

human mind against absolute power in the spiritual order.

Such I believe to be the true, general, and dominant character

of the Reformation.

When we consider the state, at this epoch, of the human
mind on the one hand, and on the other, that of the church

which governed the human mind, we are struck by this

twofold fact: on the part of the human mind there was

much more activity, and much more thirst for develop-

ment and empire than it had ever felt. This new ac-

tivity was the result of various causes, but which had been

accumulating for ages. For example, there had been ages

when heresies took birth, occupied some space of time, fell,

and were replaced by others; and ages when philosophical

opinions had run the same course as the heresies. The
labour of the human mind, whether in the religious or in the

philosophical sphere, had accumulated from the eleventh to

the sixteenth century: and at last the moment had arrived

when it was necessary that the result should appeal’. More-

over, all the means of instruction, created or encouraged in

the very bosom of the church, bore their fruits. Schools
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had been instituted: from these schools had issued men with

some knowledge, and their number was daily augmented.
These men wished at last to think for themselves, and on
their own account, for they felt stronger than they had ever
yet done. Finally arrived that renewal and regeneration of
the human mind by the restoration of antiquity, the progress
and effects of which I have described to you.

The union of all these causes at the commencement of the
sixteenth century, impressed upon the mind a highly ener-
getic movement, an imperative necessity for progress.

The situation of the government of the human mind* the
spiritual power, was quite different; it, on the contrary, had
fallen into a state of indolence and immobility. The political

credit of the Church, of the court of Rome, had very much
diminished; European society no longer belonged to it; it had
passed into the dominion of lay governments. Still the spiritual
power preserved all its pretensions, all its splendour and ex-
ternal importance. It happened with it, as it has more than
once done with old governments. The greater part of the
complaints urged against it were no longer applied. It is not
true that the court of Rome in the sixteenth century was very
tyrannical; nor is it true that its abuses, properly so called,
were more numerous, or more crying than they had been in
other times. On the contrary, perhaps ecclesiastical govern-
ment had never been more easy and tolerant, more disposed
to let all things take their course, provided they did not
put itself in question, provided it was so far acknowledged
as to be left in the enjoyment of the rights which it had
hitherto possessed, that it was secured the same existence,
and paid the same tributes. It would willingly have left
the human mind in tranquillity, if the human mind would
have done the same towards it. But it is precisely when
governments are least held in consideration, when they are the
least powerful, and do the least evil, that they are attacked,
because then they can be attacked, and formerly they could
Tint. hp J J

It is evident, then, by the mere examination of the state of
the mman mind, and that of its government at this epoch,
that the character of the Reformation must have been a new
impulse of liberty, a great insurrection of the human intellect.
Do not doubt but this was the dominant cause, the cause which
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rose above all the others—a cause superior to all interests,

whether of nations or sovereigns—superior also to any mere
necessity for reform, or the necessity for redressing of griev-

ances which were then complained of.

I will suppose that after the first years of the Reformation,

when it had displayed all its pretensions, set forth all its

grievances, the spiritual power had suddenly fallen in with its

views, and had said—“ Well, so be it. I will reform every-

thing; I will return to a more legal and religious order; I

will suppress all vexations, arbitrariness, and tributes; even
in doctrinal matters, I will modify, explain, and return to the

primitive meaning. But when all grievances are thus re-

dressed, I will preserve my position—I will be as formerly,

the government of the human mind, w'itli the same power and

the same rights.” Do you suppose that on these conditions

the religious revolution would have been content, and w'ould

have stopped its progress? I do not think it. I firmly believe

that it v'ould have continued its career, and that afteq having

demanded reformation, it w ould have demanded liberty. The
crisis of the sixteenth centui-y was not merely a reforming

one, it was essentially revolutionary. It is impossible to

take from it this character, its merits and its vices; it had all

the effects of this character.

Let us cast a glance upon the destinies of the Reformation;

let us see, especially and before all, w'hat it effected in the

different countries where it was developed. Observe that it

was developed in very various situations, and amidst very un-

equal chances. If wre find that in spite of the diversity of

situations, and the inequality of chances, it everywhere pur-

sued a certain end, obtained a certain result, and preserved a

certain character, it will be evident that this character, which

surmounted all diversities of situation, and all inequalities of

chances, must have been the fundamental character of the

event—that this result must have been its essential aim.

Well, wherever the religious revolution of the sixteenth

century prevailed, if it did not effect the entire enfranchise-

ment of the human mind, it procured for it new' and very

great increase of liberty. It doubtless often left the mind to

all the chances of the liberty or servitude of political institu-

tion; but it abolished or disarmed the spiritual power, the

systematic and formidable government of thought. This
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is the result which the Reformation attained amidst"the most
various combinations. In Germany, there was no political

liberty; nor did the Reformation introduce it. It fortified

rather than weakened the power of princes. It was more
against the free institutions of the middle ages than favourable
to their development. Nevertheless, it resuscitated and main-
tained in Germany a liberty of thought greater, perhaps, than
anywhere else.

In Denmark, a country where absolute power dominated,
where it penetrated into the municipal institutions, as well as
into the general institutions of the state, there also, by the
influence of the Reformation, thought was enfranchised and
freely exercised in all directions.

In Holland, in the midst of a republic, and in England,
under constitutional monarchy, and despite a reli«ious
tyranny of long duration, the emancipation of the human
nund was likewise accomplished. And, lastly, in France, in
a situation which seemed the least favourable to the effects of
the religious revolution, in a country where it had been
conquered, there even it was a principle of intellectual inde-
pendence and liberty. Down to 16H5, that is to say, until
the revocation of the edict of Nantes, the Reformation had
a legal existence in France. During this lengthened period
it wrote and discussed, and provoked its adversaries to write
and discuss with it.

r

I his single fact, this war of pamphlets
and conferences between the old and new opinions, spread in
France a liberty far more real and active than is commonly
believed—a liberty which tended to the profit of science, the
honour of the French clergy, as well as to the profit of thought
in

.
p°®ra1, Take :l glance at the conferences of Bossuet

with Uaude upon all the religious polemics of that period,
and ask yourselves whether Louis XIV. would have allowed
a similar degree of liberty upon any other subject. It was
betw een the Reformation and the opposite party that there ex-
isted the greatest degree of liberty in France during the seven-
teenth century. Religious thought was then far" more bold,and treated questions with more freedom than the political
spirit of lenelon himself in Telemachvs. This state of things

i
d

"i.
Cea

,?.e
l"ltl *he evocation of the edict of Nantes.
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'' t0
,

t le outhurst of the human mind in the
eighteenth century, there were not forty years; and the influ-
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ence of the religious revolution in favour of intellectual

liberty had scarcely ceased, when that of the philosophical
revolution commenced.
You see that wherever the Reformation penetrated, wher-

ever it played an important part, victorious or vanquished,
it had as a general, dominant, and constant result, an immense
progress in the activity and liberty of thought, and towards
the emancipation of the human mind.

And not only had the Reformation this result, but with
this it was satisfied; wherever it obtained that it sought, for

nothing further, so much was it the foundation of the event,

its primitive and fundamental character. Thus, in Germany
it accepted, I will not say political servitude, but, at least,

the absence of liberty. In England, it consented to the con-

stitutional hierarchy of the clergy, and the presence of a

church with quite as many abuses as there had ever been in

the Romish church, and far more servile.

Why should the Refoi’mation, so passionate and stubborn

in some respects, show itself in this so easy and pliant? It was
because it had obtained the general fact to which it tended,

the abolition of spiritual power, the enfranchisement of the

human mind. I repeat, that wherever it attained this end,

it accommodated itself to all systems and all situations.

Let us now take the counter-proof of this inquiry; let us

see what happened in countries into which the religious revo-

lution had not penetrated, where it had been stifled in the

beginning, where it had never been developed. History

shows that there the human mind has not been enfranchised;

two great countries, Spain and Italy, will prove this. Whilst

in those European countries where the Reformation had taken

an important place, the human mind, during the three last

centuries, has gained an activity and a freedom before un-

known, in those where it has not penetrated it has fallen,

during the same period, into effeminacy and indolence; so

that the proof and counter-proof have been made, so to speak,

simultaneously, and given the same result.

Impulse of thought, and the abolition of absolute power in

the spiritual order, are therefore the essential character of the

Reformation, the most general result of its influence, and the

dominant fact of its destiny.

I designedly say, the fact. The emancipation of the human



CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE.

mind was in reality, in the course of the Reformation, a fact
rather than a principle, a result rather than an intention. In
this respect, I think the Reformation executed more than it
had undertaken; more perhaps than it had even desired.
Contrary to most other revolutions, which have remained far
behind their wishes, of which the event is far inferior to the
thought, the consequences of the revolution surpassed its
views; it is greater as an event than as a plan; what it
effected it did not fully foresee, nor fully avow.
^ hat were the reproaches with which its adversaries con-

stantly upbraid the Reformation? Which of its results did
they in a manner cast in its teeth to reduce it to silence’-'
Two principal ones. 1st. The multiplicity of sects’, the

prodigious licence allowed to mind, the dissolution of the
rehgious society as a whole. 2nd. Tyranny and persecution.
lou provoke licence,” said they to the reformers; “ you

even produce it; and when you have created it, you wish to
restrain and repress it. And how do von wnroca n,.

And when the reproach of
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more embarrassed for an answer, and often only replied by
redoubled rigour.

In fact, while labouring for the destruction of absolute

power in the spiritual order, the revolution of the sixteenth

century was ignorant of the true principles of intellectual

liberty; it enfranchised the human mind, and yet pretended

to govern it by the law; in practice it was giving prevalence

to free inquiry, and in theory it was only substituting a legi-

timate in place of an illegitimate power. It did not elevate

itself to the first cause, nor descend to the last consequences of

its work. Thus it fell into a double fault; on the one hand, it

neither knew nor respected all the rights of human thought;

at the moment that it clamoured for them on its own account,

it violated them with regard to others; on the other hand,

it knew not how to measure the rights of authority in the in-

tellectual order; I do not speak of coercive authority, which

in such matters should possess none, but of purely moral

authority, acting upon the mind alone, and simply by way of

influence. Something is wanting in most of the reformed

countries, to the good organization of the intellectual society,

and to the regular action of ancient and general opinions.

They could not reconcile the rights and wants of tradition

with those of liberty; and the cause doubtless lay in this fact,

that the Reformation did not fully comprehend and receive

its own principles and effects.

Hence, also, it had a certain air of inconsistency and nar-

row-mindedness, which often gave a hold and advantage over

it to its adversaries. These last knew perfectly well what

they did, and what they wished to do; they went back to

the principles of their conduct, and avowed all the conse-

quences of it. There was never a government more con-

sistent and systematic than that of the Roman church. In

practice the court of Rome has greatly yielded and given way,

much more so than the Reformation ; in theory, it has much
more completely adopted its peculiar system, and kept to a

much more coherent conduct. This is a great power, this full

knowledge of what one does and wishes, this complete and

rational adoption of a doctrine and a design. The religious

revolution of the sixteenth century presented in its course a

striking example of it. Every one knows that the chief

power instituted to struggle against it was the order of Jesuits.
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Throw a glance upon their history; they have everywhere
failed. Wherever they have interfered to any extent, they

have carried misfortune into the cause with which they
mixed. In England they ruined kings; in Spain, the people.

The general course of events, the development of modern
civilization, the liberty of the human mind, all these powers
against which the Jesuits were called upon to contest, fought
and conquered them. And not only have they failed, but
call to mind the means they have been obliged to employ.
No splendour or grandeur; they brought about no great
events, nor put in motion powerful masses of men; they have
acted only by underhanded, obscure, and subordinate means;
by ways which are nothing suited to strike the imagina-
tion, to conciliate that public interest which attaches to great
things, whatever may be their principle or end. The party
against which it struggled, on the contrary, not only conquered,
but conquered with splendour; it did great things, and by
great means; it aroused the people, it gave to Europe great
men, and changed, in the face of day, the fashion and form
of states. In a word, everything was against the Jesuits,
both fortune and appearances; neither good sense which
desires success, nor imagination which requires splendour,
were satisfied by their career. And yet nothing can be
more certain than that they have had grandeur; that a great
idea is attached to their name, their influence, and their his-
tory. How so?

It is because they knew what they were doing, and what
they desired to do; because they had a full and clear ac-
quaintance with the principles upon which they acted, and
the aim to which they tended; that is to say, they had great-
ness ot thought and greatness of will, and this saved them
trom the ridicule which attaches itself to constant reverses
and contemptible means. Where, on the contrary, the event
was greater than the thought, where the actors appeared to
want a knowledge of the first principles and last results of
their action, there remained something incomplete, inconsistent,am narrow, i\ nch placed the conquerors themselves in a
sort ot rational and philosophical inferiority, of which the in-
fluence has been sometimes felt in events. This was, I
conceive, m the struggle of the old against the new spi-
ritual order, the weak side of the Reformation, the circum-

Q, 2
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stance which often embarrassed it, and hindered it from de-
fending itself as it ought to have done.
We might consider the religious revolution of the sixteenth

century under many other aspects. I have said nothing, and
have nothing to say, concerning its dogmas, concerning its

effect on religion, and in regard to the relations of the human
soul with God and the eternal future; but I might exhibit
it to you in the diversity of its relations with the social order,
bringing on, in all directions, results of mighty importance.
For instance, it awoke religion amidst the laity, and in the
world of the faithful. Up to that time, religion had been,
so to speak, the exclusive domain of the clergy, of the
ecclesiastical order, who distributed the fruits, but disposed
themselves of the tree, and had almost alone the right to
speak of it. The Reformation caused a general circulation

of religious creeds; it opened to believers the field of faith,

which hitherto they had had no right to enter. It had, at

the same time, a second result— it banished, or nearly
banished, religion from politics; it restored the indepen-
dence of the temporal power. At the very moment when, so

to speak, religion came again to the possession of the faithful,

it quitted the government of society. In the reformed coun-
tries, notwithstanding the diversity of ecclesiastical constitu-

tions, even in England, where that constitution is nearer to

the ancient order of things, the spiritual power no longer

makes any serious pretensions to the direction of the temporal

power.

I might enumerate many other consequences of the Re-
formation, but I must check myself, and rest content with
having placed before you its principal character, the emanci-
pation of the human mind, and the abolition of absolute

power in the spiritual order—an abolition which, no doubt,

was not complete, but nevertheless formed the greatest step

that has, up to our days, been taken in this direction.

Before concluding, I must pray you to remark the striking

similarity of destiny which, in the history of modern Europe,

presents itself as existing between the civil and religious

societies, in the revolutions to which they have been sub-

ject.

The Christian society, as we saw when I spoke of the

church, began by being a perfectly free society, and formed
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solely in virtue of a common creed, without institutions or

government, properly so called, and regulated only by moral

powers, varying according to the necessity of the moment.
Civil society commenced in like manner in Europe, or par-

tially at least, with bands of barbarians; a society perfectly

free, each one remaining in it because he thought proper,

without laws or constituted powers. At the close of this

state, which could not co-exist with any considerable de-

velopment, religious society placed itself under an essentially

aristocratic government; it was the body of the clergy, the

bishops, councils, and ecclesiastical aristocracy, which governed
it. A fact of the same kind happened in civil society at the

termination of barbarism; it was the lay aristocracy, the lay
feudal chiefs, by which it was governed. Religious society

left the aristocratic form to assume that of pure monarchy;
that is the meaning of the triumph of the court of Rome over
the councils and over the European ecclesiastical aristocracy.

The same revolution accomplished itself in civil society:

it was by the destruction of aristocratical power that royalty
prevailed and took possession of the European world. In the
sixteenth century, in the bosom of religious society, an insur-
rection burst forth against the system of pure monarchy,
against absolute power in the spiritual order. This revolu-
tion brought on, consecrated, and established free inquiry in
Europe. In our own days we have seen the same event
occurring in the civil order. Absolute temporal power was
attacked and conquered. Thus you have seen that the
two societies have undergone the same vicissitudes, have
been subject to the same revolutions; only religious society
has always been the foremost in this career.
We arc now in possession of one of the great facts of

modern society, namely, free inquiry, the liberty of the human
mind. \\ e have seen that, at the same time, political cen-
tralization almost everywhere prevailed. In my next lecture
1 shall treat ot the English revolution; that is to say, of the
event m which free inquiry and pure monarchy, both results
ot the progress of civilization, found themselves for the first
time m conflict.
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THIRTEENTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—General character of the English revolution—Its

principal causes—It was more political than religious—The three great

parties in it : 1. The party of legal reform ; 2. The party of the poli-

tical revolution ; 3. The party of the social revolution—They all fail

—Cromwell—The restoration of the Stuarts—The legal ministry—The

profligate ministry—The revolution of 1088 in England and Europe.

You have seen that during the sixteenth century all the ele-

ments and features that had belonged to former European
society resolved themselves into two great facts, free inquiry,

and the centralization of power. The first prevailed among
the clergy, the second among the laity. There simultaneously

triumphed in Europe the emancipation of the human mind,

and the establishment of pure monarchy.

It was scarcely to be expected but that sooner or later

a struggle should arise between these two principles; for

they were contradictory; the one was the overthrow of

absolute power in the spiritual order, the other was its

victory in the temporal; the first paved the way for the

decay of the ancient ecclesiastical monarchy, the last perfected

the ruin of the ancient feudal and communal liberties. The
fact of their advent being simultaneous, arose, as you have

seen, from the revolution in religious society advancing

with a more rapid step than that in the civil society: the one

occurred exactly at the time of the enfranchisement of the

individual mind, the other not until the moment of the cen-

tralization of universal power under one head. The coin-

cidence of these two facts, so far from springing out of their

similitude, did not prevent their inconsistency. They were



CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE. 231

each advances in the course of civilization, but they were ad-

vances arising from dissimilar situations, and of a different

moral date, if I may be allowed the expression, although

cotemporary. That they should run against one another

before they came to an understanding was inevitable.

Their first collision was in England. In the struggle

of free inquiry, the fruit of the Reformation, against the

ruin of political liberty, the fruit of the triumph of pure mo-
narchy ; and in the effort to abolish absolute power both in

the temporal and spiritual orders, we have the purport of the

English revolution, its share in the course of our civiliza-

tion.

The question arises, why should this struggle take place

in England sooner than elsewhere ? wherefore should the
revolutions in the political order have coincided more closely

with those in the moral order, in that country, than on the
continent?

Royalty in England has undergone the same vicissitudes

as on the continent: under the Tudors, it attained to a con-
centration and energy which it has never known since. It

does not follow that the despotism of the Tudors was more
violent, or that it cost dearer to England than that of their

predecessors. I believe that there were at least as many
acts of tyranny and instances of vexation and injustice, under
the Plantagenets, as under the Tudors, perhaps even more.
And I believe, likewise, that at this era the government of
pure monarchy was more harsh and arbitrary on the con-
tinent than in England. The new feature under the
ludors was, that absolute power became systematic; royalty
assumed a primitive and independent sovereignty; it adopted
a

^

style hitherto unknown. The theoretical pretensions
of Henry VIII., of Elizabeth, of James I., or of Charles L,
are entirely different to those of Edward I. or Edward III.;
though the power of these two last kings was neither less
arbitrary nor less extensive. I repeat, that it was the prin-
ciple, the rational system of monarchy, rather than its prac-
tical power, which experienced a mutation in England during
the sixteenth century: royalty assumed absolute power, and
pretended to be superior to all laws, to those even which it

had declared should be respected.
Again, the religious revolution was not accomplished in
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England in the same manner as on the continent; here it

was the work of the kings themselves. Not but that in this
country, as elsewhere, there had long been the germs of,

and even attempts at a popular reformation, which would
probably, ere long, have been carried out. But Henry VIII.
took the initiative; power became revolutionary. The result
was that, in its origin at least, as a redress of ecclesiastical

tyranny and abuse, and as the emancipation of the human
mind, the Reformation was far less complete in England than
on the continent. It consulted, and very naturally, the
interest of its authors. The king and the retained episcopacy
shared the riches and power, the spoils of the preceding
government, of the papacy. It was not long before the
consequence was felt. It was said that the Reformation was
finished; yet most of the motives which had made it neces-

sary still existed. It reappeared under a popular form; it ex-
claimed against the bishops as it had done against the court
of Rome; it accused them of being so many popes. As often

as the general character of the religious reformation was
compromised, whenever there tvas question of a struggle
with the ancient church, all portions of the reformed party
rallied, and made head against the common enemy; but the
danger passed, the interior struggle recommenced; popular
reform again attacked regal and aristocratical reform, de-
nounced its abuses, complained of its tyranny, called upon
it for a fulfilment of its promises, and not again to establish

the power which it had dethroned.

There was, about the same time, a movement of enfran-

chisement manifested in civil society, a need for political

freedom, till then unknown, or at least powerless. During the

sixteenth century, the commercial prosperity of England in-

creased with excessive rapidity; at the same time, terri-

torial wealth, landed property, in a great measure changed
hands. The division of land in England in the sixteenth

century, consequent on the ruin of the feudal aristocracy and
other causes, too many for present enumeration, is a fact de-

serving more attention than has yet been given to it. All

documents show us the number of landed proprietors in-

creasing to an immense extent, and the larger portion of

the lands passing into the hands of the gentry,
or inferior

nobility, and the citizens. The upper house, the higher
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nobility, was not nearly so rich at the commencement of the

seventeenth century as the House of Commons. There was
then at the same time a great development of commercial
wealth, and a great mutation in landed property. Amidst
these two influences came a third—the new movement in the
minds of men. The reign of Elizabeth is, perhaps, the
greatest period of English history for literary and philo-

sophical activity, the era of lofty and fertile imaginations; the
puritans without hesitation followed out all the consequences
of a vigorous although narrow doctrine; the opposite class of
minds, less moral and more free, strangers to any principle or
method, received with enthusiasm everything which promised
to satisfy their curiosity or feed their excitement. Wherever
the impulse of intelligence brings with it a lively pleasure,
liberty will soon become a want, and will quickly pass from
the public mind into the government.

There was on the Continent, in some of those countries
where the Reformation had gone forth, a manifestation of
a similar feeling, a certain want for political liberty; but the
means of satisfying jt were wanting

;
' they knew not

where to look for it; no ahj for it could be found either
in the institutions or in manners; they remained vague and
uncertain, seeking in vain to satisfy their want. In England,
it was very different: there the spirit of political freedom,
which reappeared in the sixteenth century, following the
Reformation, found its fulcrum and the means of action in
the ancient institutions and social conditions.

Every one knows the origin of the free institutions
of England; it is universally known how the union of
the great barons in 1215, forced Magna Charta from King
John. What is not so generally known is, that the great
charter was from time to time recalled and again confirmed
y most o the succeeding kings. There were more than

thirty confirmations of it between the thirteenth and the
sixteenth century. And not only was the charter confirmed,
but new statutes were introduced for the purpose of main-
taining and developing it. It therefore lived, as it were,
without interval or interruption. At the same time, the House
o ommonswas orined, and took its place among the supreme
institutions of the country. It was under the Planta|enets
that it truly struck root; not that it took any great pm-t in
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the state during that period; the government did not, pro-
perly speaking, belong to it, even in the way of influence;
it only interfered therein at the call of the king, and then
always reluctantly and hesitatingly, as if it was more fearful

of engaging and compromising itself than desirous of aug-
menting its power. But when the matter in hand was the
defence of private rights, the families or fortune of the
citizens, in a word, the liberties of the individual, the House
of Commons acquitted itself of its duty with much energy
and perseverance, and founded all those principles which
have become the basis of the English constitution.

After the Plantagenets, and especially under the Tudors,
the House of Commons, or rather the entire parliament, pre-

sented itself under a different aspect. It no longer defended
the individual liberties, as under the Plantagenets. Arbi-
trary detentions, the violation of private rights, now become
much more frequent, are often passed over in silence. On
the other hand, the parliament took a much more active

part in the general government of the state. In changing the

religion and in regulating the order of succession, Henry
VIII. had need of some medium, some public instrument, and

in this want he was supplied by the parliament, and especially

by the House of Commons. Under the Plantagenets it had
been an instrument of resistance, the guardian of private

rights; under the Tudors it became an instrument of govern-

ment and general policy; so that at the end of the sixteenth

century, although it had undergone almost every species of

tyranny, its importance was much augmented, its great power

began, that power upon which the representative govern-

ment depends.

When we glance at the state of the free institutions of

England at the end of the sixteenth century, we find

first, fundamental rules and principles of liberty, of which

neither the country nor the legislature had ever lost sight;

second, precedents, examples of liberty, a good deal mixed,

it is true, with inconsistent examples and precedents, but

sufficing to legalize and sustain the claims, and to support

the defenders of liberty in any struggle against tyranny or

despotism; third, special and local institutions, replete with

germs of liberty; thejury, the right of assembling, and of

being armed ;
the independence of municipal administrations
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and jurisdictions; fourth, and last, the parliament and its

power, of which the crown had more need than ever, since

it had lavished away the greater part of its independent

revenues, domains, feudal rights, &c., and was dependent for

its very support upon the national vote.

The political condition of England, therefore, in the six-

teenth century was wholly different from that of the conti-

nent. In spite of the tyranny of the Tudors, and systematic

triumph of pure monarchy, there was still a fixed fulcrum,

a sure means of action for the new spirit of liberty.

There were, then, two national wants in England at this

period: on one side was the need of religious revolution and
liberty in the heart of the reformation already commenced;
and on the other, was required political liberty in the
heart of the pure monarchy then in progress; and in the
course of their progress these two wants were able to*invoke
all that had already been done in either direction. They
combined. The party who wished to pursue religious

reformation, invoked political liberty to the assistance of its

faith and conscience ’against the king and the bishops.
The friends of political liberty again sought the aid of the
popular reformation. The two parties united to struggle
against absolute power in the temporal and in the spiritual
orders, a power now concentrated in the hands of the king.
1 his is the origin and purport of the English revolution.

It was thus essentially devoted to the defence or achieve-
ment of liberty. For the religious party it was a means, and
for the political party an end; but with both, liberty was the
question, and they were obliged to pursue it in common.
I here was no real religious quarrel between the episcopal and
the puritan party

; little dispute upon dogmas, or concerning
faith; not but that there existed real differences of opinion
between them, differences of great importance; but this was
not the principal point. Practical liberty was what the puritans
wished to force lrom the episcopal party: it was for this that
they strove. There was also another religious party who had
to found a system, to establish its dogmas, ecclesiastical con-
stitution, and discipline; this was the presbyterian party: but
although it worked to the utmost of its power, it did not in
this point progress in proportion to its desire. Placed on the
defensive, oppressed by the bishops, unable to act without
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the assent of the political reformers, its allies and chief sup-
porters, its dominant aim was liberty, the general interest

and common aim of all the parties, whatever their diver-
sity, who concurred in the movement. Taking everything
together, the English revolution was essentially political; it

was brought about in the midst of a religious people and in a
religious age; religious thoughts and passions were its in-

struments; but its chief design and definite aim were poli-

tical, were devoted to liberty, and the abolition of all absolute

power.

I shall now glance at the different phases of this revolution,

and its great parties; I shall then connect it with the general

course of European civilization ; I shall mark its place and
influence therein; and show you by a detail of the facts, as at

the first view, that it was the first blow which had been
struck in the cause of free inquiry and pure monarchy, the

first manifestation of a struggle between these two great

powers.

Three principal parties sprang up in this great crisis, three

revolutions in a manner were comprised in it, and successively

appeared upon the scene. In each party, and in each revolu-

tion, two parties are allied, and work conjointly, a political

and a religious party; the first at the head, the second fol-

lowed, but each necessary to the other; so that the twofold

character of the event is impressed upon all its phases.

The first party which appeared was the party of legal re-

form, under whose banner all the others at first ranged

themselves. When the English revolution commenced,

when the long parliament was assembled in 1640, it was
universally said, and by many sincerely believed, that the

legal reform would suffice for all things; that in the ancient

laws and customs of the country, there was that which would

remedy all abuses, and -which would re-establish a system of

government entirely conformable to the public wishes. This

party loudly censured, and sincerely wished to prevent the

illegal collecting of taxes, arbitrary imprisonments, in a word,

all acts disallowed by the known laws of the country. At
the root of its ideas was the belief in the king’s sovereignty,

—that is, in absolute power. A secret instinct warned it,

indeed, there was something false and dangerous therein;

it wished, therefore, to say nothing of it; pushed to the
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extremity, however, and forced to explain itself, it admitted

in royalty a power superior to all human origin, and above
all control, and, when need was, defended it. It believed at

the same time that this sovereignty, absolute in theory, was
bound to observe certain forms and rules; that it could not

extend beyond certain limits; and that these rules, forms,

and limits, were sutliciently established and guaranteed in

the great charter, in the confirmatory statutes, and in the

ancient laws of the country. Such was its political idea.

In religious matters, the legal party thought that the epis-

copal power was excessive; that the bighops had too much
political power, that their jurisdiction was too extensive,

and that it was necessary to overlook and restrain its exer-
cise. Still it firmly supported the episcopacy, not only as

an ecclesiastical institution, and as a system of church
government, but as a necessary support for the royal pre-
rogative, as a means of defending and maintaining the
supremacy of the king in religious matters. The sovereignty
of the king in the political order being exercised according to
known forms, and within the limits of acknowledged rules,

royalty in the religious order should be sustained by the
episcopacy; such was the two-fold system of the legal party,
ot which the chiefs were Clarendon, Colepepper, Lord Capel,
and Lord h alkland himself, although an ardent advocate of
public liberty, and a man who numbered in his ranks almost
all the high nobility who were not servilely devoted to the
court.

Behind these followed a second party, which I shall call the
party ot the political revolution: these were of opinion that
the ancient guarantees and legal barriers had been and still

were insufficient; that a great change, a regular revolution
was necessary, not in the forms, but in the realities of govern-
ment: that it was necessary to withdraw from the king and
his council the independence of their power, and to place the
political preponderance in the House of Commons; that the
government, properly so called, should belong to this assembly
and its chiefs. Phis party did not give an account of their
ideas and intentions as clearly and systematically as I have
done; but this was the essence of its doctrines, of its poli-
tical tendencies.

.

Instead of the sovereignty of the king,
pure monarchy, it believed in the sovereignty of the House
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of Commons as the representative of the country. Under
this idea was hidden that of the sovereignty of the people,

an idea, the bearing of which, and its consequences, the
party was very far from contemplating, but which presented
itself, and was received under the form of the sovereignty of
the House of Commons.
A religious party, that of the presbyteiians, was closely

united with the party of the political revolution. The pres-

byterians wished to bring about in the church a revolution

analogous to that meditated by their allies in the state.

They wished to govern the church by assemblies, giving

the religious power to an hierarchy of assemblages agreeing

one with the other, as their allies had invested the House
of Commons with the political power. But the presbyterian

revolution was more vigorous and complete, for it tended to

change the form as well as the principle of the government

of the church, while the political party wished only to mode-
rate the influences and preponderating power of institutions,

did not meditate an overthrow of the form of the institutions

themselves.

But the chiefs of the political party were not all of them
favourable to the presbyterian organization of the church.

Many of them, as for instance, Hampden and Holies, would

have preferred, it seems, a moderate episcopacy, confined to

purely ecclesiastical duties, and more freedom of conscience.

But they resigned themselves to it, being unable to do with-

out their fanatical allies.

A third party was yet more exorbitant in its demands: this

party asserted that an entire change was necessary, not only

in the form of government, but in government itself; that the

whole political constitution was bad. This party repudiated

the past ages of England, renounced the national institutions

and memories, with the intention of founding a new govern-

ment, according to a pure theory, or what it supposed to be

such. It was not a mere reform in the government, but a

social revolution which this party wished to bring about.

The party of which I just now spoke, that of the political

revolution, wished to introduce important changes in the re-

lations between the parliament and the crown ; it wished to

extend the power of parliament, particularly that of the House

of Commons, giving them the nomination to high public
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offices, and the supreme direction in general affairs; hut its

projects of reform extended very little further than this. For
instance, it had no idea of changing the electoral, j udicial, or

municipal and administrative systems of the country. The
republican party meditated all these changes, and proclaimed
their necessity; and, in a word, wished to reform, not only
the public administration, but also the social relations and the.

distribution of private rights.

This party, like that which preceded it, was partly reli-

gious and partly political. The political portion included the
republicans, properly so called, the theorists, Ludlow, Har-
rington, Milton, &c. On that side were ranged the repub-
licans from interest, the chief officers of the army, Ireton,

Cromwell, and Lambert, who, more or less sincere at the
onset, were soon swayed and guided by interested views and
the necessities of their situations. Around these collected the
religious republican party, which included all those enthusiasts
who acknowledged no legitimate power except that of Jesus
Christ, and who, while waiting for his advent, wished to be
governed by his elect. And, lastly, the party was followed
by a large number of inferior freethinkers, and fantastical
dreamers, the one set in hope of licence, the others of equality
of property and universal suffrage.

In 1653, after a struggle of twelve years, all these parties
had successively failed, at least, they had reason to believe
they had failed, and the public was convinced of their failure.
The legal party, which quickly disappeared, had seen the
ancient laws and constitution disdained and trodden under
foot, and innovation visible upon every side. The party of
political reform saw parliamentary forms perish under the new
use which they wished to make of them; they saw the House
of Commons, after a sway of twelve years, reduced, by the
successive expulsion of the royalists and the presbyterians,
to a very trilling number of members, and those looked upon
by the public with contempt and detestation, and incapable
ot governing. The republican party seemed to have sue
ceeded better: it remained, to all appearance, master of the
held ot battle, of power; the House of Commons reckoned
no more than from fifty to sixty members, and all of these
were republicans. 1 hey might fairly deem themselves and
declaie themselves masters of the country. But the country
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absolutely rejected them; they could nowhere carry their

resolutions into effect; they exercised no practical influence

either over the army or over the people. There no longer
subsisted any social tie, any social security; justice was no
longer administered, or, if it was, it was no longer justice,

but the arbitrary rendering of decrees at the dictation of

passion, prejudice, party. And not only was there an entire

disappearance of security from the social relations of men,
there was none whatever on the highways, which were
covered with thieves and robbers; material anarchy as well

as moral anarchy, manifested itself in every direction, and
the House of Commons and the Republican Council were
wholly incapable of repressing either the one or the other.

The three great parties of the revolution had thus been

called successively to conduct it, to govern the country accord-

ing to their knowledge and will, and they had not been able

to do it; they had all three of them completely failed; they

could do nothing more. “ It was then,” says Bossuet, “ that

a man was found who left nothing to fortune which he could

take from it by council or foresight;” an expression full of

error, and controverted by all history. Never did man leave

more to fortune than Cromwell; never has man hazarded

more, gone on with more temerity, without design or aim,

but determined to go as far as fate should carry him. An
unlimited ambition, au admirable faculty of extracting from

every day and circumstance some new means of progress, the

art of turning chance to profit, without pretending to rule it,

all these were Cromwell’s. It was with Cromwell as perhaps

it has been with no other man in his circumstances; he sufficed

for all the most various phases of the revolution ; he was a

man for its first and latest epochs; first of all, he was the

leader of insurrection, the abettor of anarchy, the most fiery

of the English revolutionists; afterwards the man for the

anti-revolutionary reaction, for the re-establishment of order,

and for social organization; thus performing singly all the

parts which, in the course of revolutions, are divided among

the greatest actors. One can hardly say that Cromwell was

a Mirabeau; he wanted eloquence, and although very active,

did not make any show during the first years of the Long

Parliament. But he was successively a Danton and a Buona-

parte. He, more than any others, had contributed to the



CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE. 241

overthrow of power; and he raised it up again because none
but he knew how to assume and manage it; some one must
govern; all had failed, and he succeeded. That constituted

liis title. Once master of the government, this man, whose
ambition had shown itself so bold and insatiable, who, in his

progress, had always driven fortune before him, determined
never to stop, now displayed a good sense, prudence, and
knowledge of the possible, which dominated all his most vio-

lent passions. lie had, no doubt, a great love for absolute

power, and a strong desire to place the crown on his own head,

and establish it in his family. He renounced this last design,

the danger of which he saw in time; and as to the absolute

power, although, in fact, he exercised it, he always knew that

the (tendency of his age was against it; that the revolution
in which he had co-operated, and which he had followed
through all its phases, had been directed against despotism,
and that the imperishable desire of England was to be governed
by a parliament, and in parliamentary forms. Therefore he
himself, a despot by inclination and in fact, undertook to have
a parliament and to govern in a parliamentary manner. He
addressed himself unceasingly to all parties; he endeavoured
to form a parliament of religious enthusiasts, of republicans,
of presbyterians, of officers of the army. He attempted all

means to constitute a parliament which could and would
co-operate with him. He tried in vain: all parties, once
seated in "Westminster, wished to snatch from him the power
which he exercised, and rule in their turn. I do not say that
his own interest and personal passion were not first in his
thoughts; but it is not therefore the less certain that, if he had
abandoned power,' he -would have been obliged to take it
up again the next day. Neither puritans nor royalists, re-
publicans nor officers, none, besides Cromwell, was in condi-
tion to govern with any degree of order or justice. The
proof had been shown. It was impossible to allow the parlia-
ment, that is to say, the parties sitting in parliament, to take
the empire which they could not keep. Such, then, was the
situation of Cromwell; he governed according to a system
which he knew very well was not that of the country; he
exercised a power acknowledged as necessaiy, but accepted
by no one. No party regarded his dominion as a definitive
government. The royalists, the presbyterians, the republi-
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cans, the army itself, the party which seemed most devoted to
Cromwell, all were convinced that he was but a transitory
master. At bottom, he never reigned over men’s minds; he
was never anything but a make-shift, a necessity of the
moment. The protector, the absolute master of England, was
all his life obliged to employ force in order to protect his

power; no party could govern like him, but no party wished
him for governor: he was constantly attacked by all parties

at once.

At his death the republicans alone were in a condition to

seize upon power; they did so, and succeeded no better than
they had done before. This was not for want of confidence,

at least as regards the fanatics of the party. A pam-
phlet of Milton, published at this period, and full of talent

and enthusiasm, is entitled, “ A ready and easy way to esta-

blish a free commonwealth.” You see what was the blindness

of these men. They very soon fell again into that impossi-

bility of governing which they had already experienced.

Monk undertook the conduct of the event which all England
looked for. The restoration was accomplished.

The restoration of the Stuarts in England was a deeply

national event. It presented itself with the advantages at

once of an ancient government, of a government which rests

upon its traditions, upon the recollections of the country, and
with the advantages of a new government, of which no recent

trial has been made, and of which the faults and weight have

not been experienced. The ancient monarchy was the only

species of government which for the last twenty years had

not been despised for its incapacity and ill-success in the ad-

ministration of the country. These two causes rendered the

restoration popular; it had nothing to oppose it but the rem-

nants of violent parties; and the public rallied around it

heartily. It was, in the opinion of the country, the only

means of legal government; that is to say, of that which the

country most ardently desired. This was also what the

restoration promised, and it was careful to present itself

under the aspect of a legal government.

The first royalist party -which, at the return of Charles II.,

undertook the management of affairs was, in fact, the legal

party, represented by its most able chief, the chancellor

Clarendon. You are aware that, from 1660 to 1667, Cla-
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Tendon was prime minister, and the truly predominating

influence in England. Clarendon and his friends reappeared

with their ancient system, the absolute sovereignty of the

king, kept within legal limits, and restrained, in matters

of taxation, by parliament, and in matters of private rights

and individual liberties, by the tribunals; but possessing, as

regards government properly so called, an almost complete
independence, the most decisive preponderance, to the ex-
clusion, or even against the wishes, of the majority in par-

liament, especially in the House of Commons. As to the rest,

they had a due respect for legal order, a sufficient solicitude

for the interests of the country, a noble sentiment of its di"-
•

* ' O
nity, and n grave and honourable moral tone: such was the
character of Clarendon’s administration of seven years.

But the fundamental ideas upon which this administration
rested, the absolute sovereignty of the king, and the govern-
ment placed beyond the influence of the preponderating
opinion of parliament, these ideas, I say, were obsolete, im-
potent. In spite of the reaction of the first moments of the
restoration, twenty years of parliamentary rule, in opposition
to royalty, had irremediably ruined them. A new element
soon burst forth in the centre of the royalist party: free-
thinkers, rakes, and libertines, who participated in the ideas
of the time, conceived that power was vested in the Commons,
and, caring very little for legal order or the absolute sove-
reignty of the king, troubled themselves only for their own
success, and sought it whenever they caught a glimpse of any
means of influence or power. These formed a party which
became allied with the national discontented party, and
Clarendon was overthrown.
Thus arose a new system of government, namely, that of

that portion of the royalist party which I have now described:
profligates and libertines formed the ministry, which is called
the ministry ot the Cabal, and many other administrations
which

.

succeeded it. This was their character: no care
for principles, laws, or rights; as little for justice and for
truth ; they sought upon each occasion to discover the
means ol succeeding: if success depended upon the influence
of the Commons, they chimed in with their opinions; if it
seemed expedient to flout the House of Commons, they did
so, and begged its pardon on the morrow. Corruption was
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tried one day, flattery of the national spirit, another; there
was no regard paid to the general interests of the country, to

its dignity, or to its honour; in a word, their government
was profoundly selfish and immoral, a stranger to all public

doctrine or views; but, at bottom, and in the practical admi-
nistration of affairs, very intelligent and liberal. Such was the

character of the Cabal, of the ministi'y of the earl of Danby,
and of the entire English government, from 1667 to 1679.
Notwithstanding its immorality, notwithstanding its contempt
of the principles and the true interests of the country, this

government was less odious and less unpopular than the mi-
nistry of Clarendon had been: and why? because it was
much better adapted to the times, and because it better un-
derstood the sentiments of the people, even in mocking
them. It was not antiquated and foreign to them, like that of

Clarendon; and though it did the country much more harm,

the country found it more agreeable. Nevertheless, there

came a moment when corruption, servility, and contempt of

rights and public honour were pushed to such a point that

the people could no longer remain resigned. There was a

general rising against the government of the profligates. A
national and patriotic party had formed itself in the bosom of

the House of Commons. The king decided upon calling its

chiefs to the council. Then came to the direction of affairs

lord Essex, the son of him who had commanded the first

parliamentary armies during the civil war, lord Russell, and

a man who, without having any of their virtues, was far

superior to them in political ability, lord Shaftesbury.

Brought thus to the management of affairs, the national

party showed itself incompetent; it knew not how to possess

itself of the moral force of the country; it knew not how to

treat the interests either of the king, the court, or of any of

those with whom it had to do. It gave to no one, neither to

the people nor to the king, any great notion of its ability and

energy. After remaining a short time in power, it failed.

The virtue of its chiefs, their generous courage, the nobleness

of their deaths, have exalted them in history, and have justly

placed them in the highest rank; but their political capacity

did not answer to their virtue, and they knew not how to

wield the power which could not corrupt them, nor to secure

the triumph of the cause for the sake of which they knew

how to die.
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This attempt having failed, you perceive the condition of

the English restoration; it had, after a manner, and like the

revolution, tried all parties and all ministries, the legal

ministry, the corrupted ministry, and the national ministry;

but none had succeeded. The country and the court found

themselves in much the same situation as that of England in

1653, at the end of the revolutionary tempest. Recourse

was had to the same expedient; what Cromwell had done for

the good of the revolution, Charles II. did for the good of his

crown: he entered the career of absolute power.

James II. succeeded his brother. Then a second question

was added to that of absolute power; namely, the question of

religion. James II. desired to bring about the triumph of

popery as well as that of despotism. Here, then, as at the

beginning of the revolution, we have a religious and a
political warfare, both directed against the government. It

has often been asked, what would have happened had
William III. never existed, or had he not come with his

Hollanders to put an end to the quarrel which had arisen

between James II. and the English nation? I firmly believe

that the same event would have been accomplished. All
England, except a very small party, had rallied, at this epoch,
against James, and, under one form or another, k would have
accomplished the revolution of 1688. 13ut this crisis was
produced by other and higher causes than the internal state
of England. It was European as well as English. It is here
that the English revolution connects itself by facts themselves,
and independently of the influence which its example may
have had, with the general course of European civilization.

hile this struggle, which I have sketched in outline, this
struggle of absolute power against civil and religious liberty,
was taking place in England, a struggle of the same kind
was going on upon the continent, very different, indeed, as
regards the actors, forms, and theatre, but at bottom the
same, and originated by the same cause. The pure monarchy
of Louis XIV. endeavoured to become an universal monarchy;
at least it gave reason for the fear that such was the case; and in
fact, Europe did fear that it was. A league was made in Europe,
between various political parties, in order to resist this at-
tempt, and the chief of this league was the chief of the party
in favour of civil and religious liberty upon the continent,
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William, prince of Orange. The protestant republic of

Holland, with William at its head, undertook to resist the

pure monarchy represented and conducted by Louis XIV.
It was not civil and religious liberty in the interior of the

states, but their external independence which was apparently

the question. Louis XIV. and his adversaries did not

imagine that, in fact, they were contesting between them the

question which was being contested in England. This

struggle went on, not between parties, but between states; it

proceeded by war and diplomacy, not by political movements

and by revolutions. But, at bottom, one and the same ques-

tion was at issue.

When, therefore, James II. resumed in England the contest

between absolute power and liberty, this contest occurred just

in the midst of the general struggle which was going on in

Europe between Louis XIV. and the prince of Orange, the

representatives, severally, of the two great systems at war upon

the banks of the Scheldt, as well as on those of the Thames.

The league was so powerful against Louis XIV. that, openly,

or in a hidden but very real manner, sovereigns were seen

to enter it, who were assuredly very far from being in-

terested in favour of civil and religious liberty. The emperor

of Germany and pope Innocent XL supported William III.

against Louis XIV. William passed into England, less

in order to serve the internal interests of the country than

to draw it completely into the struggle against Louis XIV.

lie took this new kingdom as a new power of which he was

in want, and of which his opponent had, up to that time,

made use against him. While Charles II. and James II.

reigned, England belonged to Louis XIV
. ; he had directed

its external relations, and had constantly opposed it to Hol-

land. England was now snatched from the party of pure

and universal monarchy, in order to become the instrument

and strongest support of the party of religious liberty.
_

This

is the European aspect of the revolution of 1688; it was

thus that it occupied a place in the total result ol the

events of Europe, independently of the part which it played

by means of its example, and the influence which it exercised

upon minds in the following century.

Thus you see that, as I told you in the beginning, the

true meaning and essential character of this revolution was
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the attempt to abolish absolute power in temporal as well as
spiritual things. This act discovers itself in all the phases
of the revolution—in its first period up to the restoration,
in the second up to the crisis of 1688—and whether we
consider it in its internal development or in its relations with
Europe in general.

It now remains for us to study the same great event upon
the continent, the struggle of pure monarchy and free inquiry,
or, at least, its causes and approaches. This will be the
subject of our next lecture.
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FOURTEENTH LECTURE,

Object of the lecture—Difference and likeness between the progress of civi

lization in England and on the Continent—Preponderance of France in

Europe in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries—In the seventeenth

century by reason of the French government—In the eighteenth by

reason of the country itself—Of the government of Louis XIV.—Of his

wars—Of his diplomacy—Of his administration—Of his legislation

—

Causes of his rapid decline—Of France in the eighteenth century

—

Essential characteristics of the philosophical revolution—Conclusion of

the course.

In my last lecture I endeavoured to determine the true

character and political meaning of the English revolution.

We have seen that it was the first shock of the two great

facts to which all the civilization of primitive Europe reduced

itself in the course of the sixteenth century, namely, pure
monarchy, on one hand, and free inquiry on the other; those

two powers came to strife for the first time in England.

Attempts have been made to infer from this fact the existence

of a radical difference between the social state of England
and that of the continent; some have pretended that no com-
parison was possible between countries of destinies so dif-

ferent; they have affirmed that the English people had
existed in a kind of moral isolation analogous to its material

situation.

It is true that there had been an important difference

between English civilization, and the civilization of the con-

tinental states,—a difference which we are bound to calculate.

You have already, in the course of my lectures, been enabled

to catch a glimpse of it. The development of the different

principles and elements of society occurred in England simul-
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taneously, and, as it were, abreast; at least, far more so than

upon the continent. When I attempted to determine the

peculiar physiognomy of European civilization as compared
with the ancient and Asiatic civilizations, I showed you
the first varied, rich, and complex ; that it never fell

under the dominion of an exclusive principle; that therein

the various elements of the social state were modified, com-
bined, and struggled with each other, and had been constantly

compelled to agree and live in common. This fact, the general

characteristic of European civilization, has above all cha-

racterized the English civilization; it was in England that this

character developed itself with the most continuity and
obviousness; it was there that the civil and religious orders,

aristocracy, democracy, royalty, local and central institutions,

moral and political developments, progressed and increased
together, pell-mell, so to speak, and if not with an equal
rapidity, at least always within a short distance of each other.

Under the reign of the Tudors, for instance, in the midst of
the most brilliant progress of pure monarchy, we see the
democratical principle, the popular power, arising and strength-
ening itself at the same time. The revolution of the seven-
teenth century burst forth; it was at the same time religious

and political. The feudal aristocracy appeared here in
a very weakened condition, and with all the symptoms of
decline: nevertheless, it was ever in a position to preserve a
place and play an important part therein, and to take its

share in the results. It is the same with the entire course of
English history: never has any ancient element completely
perished; never has any new element wholly triumphed, or
any special principle attained to an exclusive preponderance.
There has always been a simultaneous development of dif-
ferent forces, a compromise between their pretensions and
their interests.

Upon the continent, the progress of civilization has been
much less complex and complete. The various elements of
society the religious and civil orders — monarchy, aristo-
cracy, and democracy, have developed themselves, not together
and abreast, but in succession. Each principle, each system
ha.'' had, after a certain manner, its turn. Such a century
belongs, I will not say exclusively, which would be saying
too much, but with a very marked preponderance, to feudal
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aristocracy, for example; another belongs to the monarchical
principle; a third to the democratical system.

Compare the French with the English middle ages, the

eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth centuries of our history with
the corresponding centuries beyond the channel; you will find

that at this period, in France, feudalism was almost absolutely

sovereign, while royalty and the democratical principle were
next to nullities. Look to England: it is, indeed, the feudal

aristocracy which predominates; but royalty and democracy
were nevertheless powerful and important.

Royalty triumphed in England under Elizabeth, as in

France under Louis XIY.; but how many precautions was it

obliged to take; to how many restrictions—now from the

aristocracy, now from the democracy, did it submit! In
England, also, each system and each principle has had its day

of power and success; but never so completely, so exclusively,

as upon the continent; the conqueror has always been com-
pelled to tolerate the presence of his rivals, and to allow each

his share.

With the differences in the progress of the two civiliza-

tions, are connected advantages and disadvantages, which

manifest themselves, in fact, in the history of the two
countries. There can be no doubt, for instance, but that

this simultaneous development of the different social elements

greatly contributed to carry England, more rapidly than any

other of the continental states, to the final aim of all society

—

namely, the establishment of a government at once regular

and free. It is precisely the nature of a government to con-

cern itself for all interests and all powers, to reconcile them,

and to induce them to live and prosper in common; now,

such, beforehand, by the concurrence of a multitude of causes,

was the disposition and relation of the different elements of

English society: a general and somewhat regular government

had therefore less difficulty in becoming constituted there.

So, the essence of liberty is the manifestation and simul-

taneous action of all interests, rights, powers, and social

elements. England was therefore much nearer to its posses-

sion than the majority of other states. For the same reasons,

national good sense, the comprehension of public affairs,

necessarily formed themselves there more rapidly than else-

where; political good sense consists in knowing how to esti-
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mate all facts, to appreciate them, and render to each its

share of consideration; this, in England, was a necessity of

the social state, a natural result of the course of civiliza-

tion.

On the other hand, in the continental states, each system,

each principle having had its turn, having predominated
after a more complete and more exclusive manner, its develop-
ment was wrought upon a larger scale, and with more gran-
deur and brilliancy. Royalty and feudal aristocracy, for

instance, came upon the continental stage with far greater
boldness, extension, and freedom. Our political experiments,
so to speak, have been broader and more finished: the result

of this has been that political ideas (I speak of general ideas,

and not ot good sense applied to the conduct of affairs) and
political doctrines have risen higher, and displayed themselves
with much more rational vigour. Each system having, in
some measure, presented itself alone, and having remained a
long time upon the stage, men have been enabled to consider
it in its entirety, to mount up to its first principles, to follow
it out into its last consequences, and fully to unfold its

theory. Whoever attentively observes the English character,
must be struck with a twofold fact—on the one hand, with
the soundness of its good sense and its practical ability; on
the other, with its lack of general ideas, and its pride as to
theoretical questions. Whether we open a work upon
English history, upon jurisprudence, or any other subject,
it is rarely that we find the grand reason of things, the
fundamental reason. In all things, and especially in the
political sciences, pure doctrine, philosophy, and science,
properly so called, have prospered much better on the Conti-
nent than in England; their flights have, at least, been far
mwe powerful and bold; and we cannot doubt but that the
different developments of civilization in the two countries
lia\ e greatly contributed to this result.

lor the rest, whatever we may think of the advantages or
disadvantages which this difference has entailed, it is a real
and incontestable fact, the fact which most deeply distinguishes

10m t Hi continent. But it does not follow, because
the dif erent principles and social elements have been there
developed more simultaneously, here more successively,
that, at bottom, the path and the goal have not been one and
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the same. Considered in their entirety, the continent and
England have traversed the same grand phases of civilization;

events have, in either, followed the same course, and the
same causes have led to the same effects. You have been
enabled to convince yourselves of this fact from the picture
which I have placed before you of civilization up to the six-

teenth century, and you will equally recognise it in studying
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The development
of free inquiry, and that of pure monarchy, almost simul-

taneous in England, accomplished themselves upon the conti-

nent at long intervals; but they did accomplish themselves,

and the two powers, after having successively preponderated
with splendour, came equally, at last, to blows. The general

path of societies, considering all things, has thus been the

same, and though the points of difference are real, those of

resemblance are more deeply seated. A rapid sketch of

modern times will leave you in no doubt upon this subject.

Glancing over the history of Europe in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries, it is impossible not to perceive that

France has advanced at the head of European civilization.

At the beginning of this work I have already insisted upon
this fact, and I have endeavoured to point out its cause.

We shall now find it more striking than ever.

The principle of pure monarchy, of absolute royalty, pre-

dominated in Spain under Charles Y. and Philip II., before

developing itself in France under Louis XIV. In the same
manner the principle of free inquiry had reigned in England

in the seventeenth century, before developing itself in France

in the eighteenth. Nevertheless, pure monarchy and free

inquiry came not from Spain and England to take pos-

session of the world. The two principles, the two systems

remained, in a manner, confined to the countries in which

they had arisen. It was necessary that they should pass

through France in order that they might extend their con-

quests; it was necessary that pure monarchy and free inquiry

should become French in order to become European. This

communicative character of French civilization, this social

genius of France, which has displayed itself at all periods,

was thus more than ever manifest at the period with which we
now occupy ourselves. I will not further insist upon this

fact; it has been developed to you with as much reason as
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brilliancy in other lectures wherein you have been called
upon to observe the influence of French literature and philo-
sophy in the eighteenth century. You have seen that philo-
sophic France possessed more authority over Europe, in
regard to liberty, than even free England. You have seen
that French civilization showed itself far more active and
contagious than that of any other country. I need not,
therefore, pause upon the details of this fact, which I men-
tion only in order to rest upon it my right to confine my
picture of modern European civilization to France alone.
Between the civilization of France and that of the other
states of Europe at this period, there have, no doubt, been
differences, which it would have been necessary to bear in
mind, if my present purpose had been a full and faithful ex-
position of the history of those civilizations; but I must go
on so rapidly that I am compelled to omit entire nations and
ages, so to speak. I choose rather to concentrate your atten-
tion for a moment upon the course of French civilization, an
image, though imperfect, of the general course of things in
Europe.

The influence of France in Europe, during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, presents itself under very difl'erent
aspects. In the former, it was French government that
acted upon Europe, and advanced at the head of general
civilization. In the latter it was no longer to the govern- '

ment, but France herself, that the preponderance belonged.
In the first case, it was Louis XIV. and his court, after-
wards 1- ranee and her opinion, that governed minds and
attracted attention. In the seventeenth century there were
peoples who, as peoples, appeared more prominently upon
the scene, and took a greater part in events, than the French
people, llius during the thirty years war, the German
nation, in the English revolution, the English people, played,
in their own destinies, a much greater part than was played,
at this period by the French, in theirs. So, also, in theeighteenth century, there were governments stronger, ofgreater consideration, and more to be dreaded, than the
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there, first, by its government, afterwards, by itself; now by
the political action of its masters, now by its peculiar in-

tellectual development.

In order to fully understand the predominant influence in

the course of civilization in France, and therefore in Europe,

we must study, in the seventeenth century, French govern-
ment, in the eighteenth, French society. We must change
the plan and the drama according as time alters the stage

and the actors.

When we occupy ourselves with the government of Louis

XIV., when we endeavour to appreciate the causes of his

power and influence in Europe, we scarcely think of any-

thing but his renown, his conquests, his magnificence, and

the literary glory of his time. It is to external causes that

we apply ourselves, and attribute the European prepon-

derance of the French government. But I conceive that

this preponderance had deeper and more serious founda-

tions. We must not believe that it was simply by means of

victories, fetes, or even master-works of genius, that Louis

XIV. and his government, at this epoch, played the part

which it is impossible to deny them.

Many of you may remember, and all of you have heard

speak of the effect which the consular government produced

in France twenty-nine years ago, and of the condition in

which it found our country. Without, was impending

foreign invasion, and continual disasters were occurring in

our armies; within, was an almost complete dissolution of

power and of the people; there were no revenues, no public

order; in a word, society was prostrate, humiliated, and dis-

organised: such was France on the advent of the consular

government. Who does not recal the prodigious and feli-

citous activity of this government, that activity which, in a

little time, secured the independence of the land, revived

national honour, reorganized the administration, remodelled

the legislation, and, alter a manner, regenerated society under

the hand of power?
Well, the government of Louis XIV., when it commenced,

did something analogous to this for France; with great dif-

ference of times, proceedings, and forms, it pursued and

attained nearly the same results.

Recal to your memory the state into which France was
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fallen after the government of cardinal Richelieu, and during
the minority of Louis XIV. : the Spanish armies always on
the frontiers, sometimes in the interior; continual danger of
an invasion; internal dissensions urged to extremity, civil

war, the government weak and discredited at home and
abroad. Society was perhaps in a less violent, but still

sufficiently analogous state to ours, prior to the eighteenth
Brumaire. It was from this state that the government of
Louis XIV'. extricated France. His first victories had the
elfect of the victory of Marengo: they secured the country,
and retrieved the national honour. I am about to consider
this government under its principal aspects—in its wars, in
its external relations, in its administration, and in its legisla-
tion; and you will sec, I imagine, that the comparison of which
I speak, and to which I attacli no puerile importance (for I

think very little of the value of historical parallels), you will
see, I say, that this comparison has a real foundation, and
that I have a right to employ it.

First of all let us speak of the wars of Louis XIV. The
wars of Europe have originated, as you know, and as I have
often taken occasion to remind you, in great popular move-
ments. Urged by necessity, caprice, or any other cause,
entire populations, sometimes numerous, sometimes in simple
bands, have transported themselves from one territory to
another. This was the general character of European wars
until after the crusades, at the end of the thirteenth century.

At that time began a species of wars scarcely less different
irom modem wars than the above. These were the distant
wars, undertaken no longer by the people, but by govern-
ments, which went at the head of their armies to seek states
and adventures afar off. They quitted their countries, aban-
doned their own territories, and plunged, some into Germany,
others into Italy, and others into Africa, with no other mo-
tives than personal caprice. Almost all the wars of the
fifteenth and even of a part of the sixteenth century were
of this description. What interest— I speak not of a
legitnnate mterest— but what possible motive had France
that Charles \ III. should possess the kingdom of Naples?
This evidently was a war dictated by no political conside-
1.1 ion. it ing conceived that he had a personal right
to the kingdom of Naples, and with a personal aim, and
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to satisfy liis personal desire, he undertook the conquest of a
distant country, which was in no way adapted for annexation

to his kingdom; which, on the contrary, did nothing hut
compromise his power externally, and internally, his repose.

It was the same with the expedition of Charles the Fifth to

Africa. The latest war of this kind was the expedition of

Charles XII. against Russia. The wars of Louis XIV. had
no such character; they were the wars of a regular govern-

ment, fixed in the centre of its states, and labouring to make
conquests around it, to extend or consolidate its territory; in

a word, they were political wars.

They may have been just or unjust; they may have cost

France too dearly; there are a thousand reasons which might

be adduced against their morality and their excess; but they

bear a character incomparably more rational than the antece-

dent wars: they were no longer undertaken for whim or ad-

venture; they were dictated by some serious motive; it was
some natural limit that it seemed desirable to attain; some

population speaking the same language that they aimed at

annexing; some point of defence against a neighbouring

power, which it was thought necessary to acquire. No doubt

personal ambition had a share in these wars; but examine one

after another of the wars of Louis XIV., particularly those of

the first part of his reign, and you will find that they had truly

political motives; and that they were conceived for the interest

of France, for obtaining power, and for the country’s safety.

The results are proofs of the fact. France of the present day

is still, in many respects, what the wars of Louis XIV. have

made it. The provinces which he conquered, Franche-Comte,

Flanders, and Alsace, remain yet incorporated with France.

There are sensible as well as senseless conquests: those of

Louis XIV. were of the former species; his enterprises have

not the unreasonable and capricious character which, up to

his time, was so general; a skilful, if not always just and wise

policy, presided over them.

Leaving the wars of Louis XIV., and passing to the consi-

deration of his relations with foreign states, of his diplomacy,

properly so called, I find an analogous result. I have insisted

upon the occurrence of the birth of diplomacy in Europe at the

end of the fifteenth century. I have endeavoured to show how

the relations of governments and states between themselves
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up to that time accidental, rare, and transitory, became at
this period more regular and enduring ; lion- they took a
character of great public interest; how, in a word, at the end
of the fifteenth, and during the first half of the sixteenth cen-
tury, diplomacy came to play an immense part in events.
Nevertheless, up to the seventeenth century, it had not been,
truly speaking, systematic; it had not led to long alliances,
or to great, and above all, durable combinations, directed,
according to fixed principles, towards a constant aim, with
that spirit of continuity which is the true character of esta-
blished governments. During the course of the religious
revolution, the external relations of states were almost com-
pletely under the power of the religious interest; the Pro-
testant and Catholic leagues divided Europe. It was in the
seventeenth century, after the treaty of "Westphalia, and under
the influence of the government of Louis XIV., that diplo-
macy changed its character. It then escaped from the ex-
clusive influences of the religious principle; alliances and
political combinations were formed upon other considerations.
At the same time it became much more systematic, regular
and constantly directed towards a certain aim, according to
permanent principles. The regular origin of this system of
balance in Europe belongs to this period. It was under
the government of Louis XIV. that the system, together
with all the considerations attached to it, truly took posses-
sion of European policy. "When we investigate what was the
general idea in regard to this subject, what was the predomi-
natmg principle of the policy of Louis XIV., I believe that
the following is what we discover:

I have spoken of the great struggle between the pure
monarchy of Louis XIV., aspiring to become universal
monarchy, and civil and religious liberty, and the inde-
pendence of states, under the direction of the prince ofOrange, William III. You have seen that the great fact of
his period was the division of the powers under these two
banners. But this fact was not then estimated as we estimate
*5.“!

hldden and unknown even to those who accom-
plished it, the suppression of the system of pure monarchy
and the consecration of civil and religious liberty was, at
bottom, the necessary result of the resistance of Holland and
its allies to Louis XIV.; but the question was not thus

s
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openly enunciated between absolute power and liberty.

It has been often said that the propagation of absolute

power Avas the predominant principle of the diplomacy of

Louis XIV. ; but I do not believe it. This consideration

played no very great part in his policy, until latterly, in his

old age. The power of France, its preponderance in Europe,

the humbling of rival poAvers, in a Avord, the political interest

and strength of the state, Avas the aim Avhich Louis XIY.
constantly pursued, whether in fighting against Spain, the

emperor of Germany, or England; he acted far less with a

vieAV to the propagation of absolute power than from a desire

for the poAver and aggrandizement of France and of its

government. Among many proofs, I will adduce one which

emanates from Louis XIV. himself. In his Memoirs, under

the year 1666, if I remember right, avc find a note nearly

in these Avords:

—

“ I have had, this morning, a conversation Avith Mr. Sidney,

an English gentleman, Avho maintained to me the possibility

of reanimating the republican party in England. Mr. Sidney

demanded from me, for that purpose, 400,000 livres. I told

him that I could give no more than 200,000. He induced

me to summon from Switzerland another English gentle-

man, named Ludlow, and to converse with him of the same

design.”

And, accordingly, we find among the Memoirs of Ludlow,

about the same date, a paragraph to this effect :

—

“ I have received from the French government an invita-

tion to go to Paris, in order to speak of the affairs of my
country; but I am distrustful of that government.”

And LiuUoav remained in SAvitzerland.

You see that the diminution of the royal poiver in England

Avas, at this time, the aim of Louis XIV. He fomented

internal dissensions, and laboured to resuscitate the repub-

lican party, to prevent Charles II. from becoming too power-

ful in his country. During the embassy of Barillon in

England, the same fact constantly reappears. Whenever

the authority of Charles seemed to obtain the advantage, and

the national party seemed on the point of being crushed, the

French ambassador directed his influence to this side, gave

money to the chiefs of the opposition, and fought, in a word,

against absolute power, Avhen that became a means of
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weakening a rival power to France. Whenever you atten-

tively consider the conduct of external relations under

Louis XIV., it is with this fact that you will be the most

struck.

You will also be struck with the capacity and skill of

French diplomacy at this period. The names of M.M. de

Torcy, d’Avaux, de Bonrepos, are known to all well-informed

persons. When we compare the dispatches, the memoirs,

the skill and conduct of these counsellors of Louis XIV. with

those of Spanish, Portuguese, and German negotiators, we
must be struck with the superiority of the French ministers;

not only ns regards their earnest activity and their applica-

tion to affairs, but also ns regards their liberty of spirit.

These courtiers of an absolute king judged of external events,

of parties, of the requirements of liberty, and of popular revolu-

tions, much better even than the majority of the English minis-

ters themselves at this period. There was no diplomacy in

Europe, in the seventeenth century, which appears equal to

the French, except the Dutch. The ministers of John de Witt
and of William of Orange, those illustrious chiefs of the

party of civil and religious liberty, were the only ministers

who seemed in condition to wrestle with the servants of the
great and absolute king.

You see, then, that whether we consider the wars of
Louis XIV., or his diplomatical relations, we arrive at the
same results. We can easily conceive that a government
which conducted its wars and negotiations in this manner,
should have assumed a high standing in Europe, and pre-
sented itself therein, not only as dreadworthy, but as skilful
and imposing.

Let us now consider the interior of France, the adminis-
tration and legislation of Louis XIV.; we shall there discern
new explanations of the power and splendour of his govern-
ment.

It is dillicult to determine with any degree of precision,
what we ought to understand by administration in the govern-
ment ol a state. Nevertheless, when we endeavour to inves-
tigate this fact, we discover, I believe, that, under the most
general point ot view, administration consists in an aggregate
ot means destined to propel, as promptly and certainly as
possible, the will of the central power through all parts of
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society, and to make tlie force of society, whether consisting

of men or money, return again, under the same conditions,

to the central power. This, if I mistake not, is the true aim,

the predominant characteristic of administration. Accord-

ingly we find that in times when it is above all things needful

to establish unity and order in society, administration is the

chief means of attaining this end, of bringing together, of

cementing, and of uniting incoherent and scattered elements.

Such, in fact, was the work of the administration of Louis XIV.
Up to this time, there had been nothing so difficult, in France

as in the rest of Europe, as to effect the penetration of the

action of the central powrer into all parts of society, and to

gather into the bosom of the central power the means of force

existing in society. To this end Louis XIV. laboured, and

succeeded, up to a certain point; incomparably better, at least,

than preceding governments had done. I cannot enter into

details; just run over, in thought, all kinds of public ser-

vices, taxes, roads, industry, military administration, all the

establishments which belong to whatsoever branch of adminis-

tration; there is scarcely one of which you do not find either

the origin, development, or great amelioration under Louis

XIV. It was as administrators that the greatest men of his

time, Colbert and Louvois, displayed their genius and exer-

cised their ministry. It was by the excellence of its admi-

nistration that his government acquired a generality, decision,

and consistency which were wanting to all the European

governments around him.

Under the legislative point of view, this reign presents to

you the same fact. I return to the comparison which I have

already made use of, to the legislative activity of the consular

government, to its prodigious work of revising and generally

recasting the laws. A work of the same nature took place

under Louis XIV. The great ordinances which he promul-

gated, the criminal ordinance, the ordinances of procedure,

commerce, the marine, waters, and woods, are true codes,

which were constructed in the same manner as our codes,

discussed in the council of state, some of them under the

presidency of Lamoignon. There are men whose glory con-

sists in having taken part in this labour and this discussion,

M. Pussort, for instance. If we were to consider it in

itself, we should have much to say against the legislation of
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Louis XIV.; it was full of vices, which now fully declare

themselves, and which no one can deny; it was not con-

ceived in the interest of true justice and of liberty, but

in the interest of public order, and for giving more regu-
larity and firmness to the laws. But even that was a great

progress; and we cannot doubt but that the ordinances of
Louis XIV., so very superior to anything preceding them,
powerfully contributed to advance French society in the

career of civilization.

You see that under whatever point of view we regard this

government, we very soon discover the source of its power
and iniluence. It was the first government that presented
itself to the eyes of Europe as a power sure of its position,

which had not to dispute its existence with internal enemies
—tranquil as to its dominions and the people, and intent
only on governing. Up to that time, all European govern-
ments had been unceasingly thrown into wars, which de-
prived them of security as well as leisure, or had been
so beset with parties and internal enemies, that they were
compelled to spend their time in fighting for their lives.

The government of Louis XIV. appeared as the first which
applied itseli solely to the conduct of affairs, as a power
at once definitive and progressive; which was not afraid of
innovating, because it could count upon the future. There
have, in fact, existed very few governments of such an inno-
vating spirit. Compare it with a government of the same
nature, with the pure monarchy of Philip II. in Spain; it
was more absolute than that of Louis XIV., and yet far less
regular and less tranquil. But how did Philip II. succeed
in establishing absolute power in Spain ? By stifling the
activity of the country, by refusing to it every species of
amelioration, by rendering the condition of Spain completely
stationary. The government of Louis XIV., on the con-
trary, showed itself active in all kinds of innovations, favour-
able to the progress of letters, of arts, of riches, and, in a
word, of civilization. These are the true causes of its pre-
ponderance in Europe; a preponderance such that it became
upon the continent, during the whole of the seventeenth cen-
tury, t le type of government, not only for sovereigns, but
even for nations.

And now we inquire—and it is impossible to help doing
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so—how it happened that a power, thus brilliant, and, judg-
ing from the facts which I have placed before you, thus well
established, so rapidly fell into decline? how, after having
played such a part in Europe, it became, in the next century,
so inconsistent, weak, and inconsiderable? The fact is incon-
testable. In the seventeenth century the French government
was at the head of European civilization; in the eighteenth
century it disappeared; and it was French society, separated
from its government, often even opposed to it, that now pre-
ceded and guided the European world in its progress.

It is here that we discover the incorrigible evil and the in-

fallible effect of absolute power. 1 will not go into any
detail concerning the faults of the government of Louis XIV.

;

he committed many: I will speak neither of the war of the

Spanish succession, nor of the revocation of the edict of

Nantes, nor of excessive expenses, nor of many other of the

fatal measures that compromised his fortunes. I will take the

merits of the government as I have described them. I

will agree that perhaps there has never existed an absolute

power more fully recognised by its age and nation, nor one

which has rendered more real services to the civilization of

its country and of Europe in general. But, by the very fact

that this government had no other principle than absolute

power, and reposed upon no other base than this, its decline be-

came sudden and well merited. What France, under Louis XIV.,

essentially wanted, was political institutions and forces, inde-

pendent, subsisting of themselves, and, in a word, capable of

spontaneous action and resistance. The ancient French in-

stitutions, if they merited that name, no longer existed: Louis

XIV. completed their ruin. He took no care to endeavour to

replace them by new institutions; they would have cramped

him, and he did not choose to be cramped. All that appeared

conspicuous at that period was will, and the action of central

power. The government of Louis XIV. was a great fact, a

fact powerful and splendid, but without roots. Free insti-

tutions are a guarantee, not only of the wisdom of govern-

ments, but also of their duration. No system can endure

except by means of institutions. When absolute power has

endured, it has been supported by true institutions, sometimes

by the division of society into strongly distinct castes, some-

times by a system of religious institutions. Under the reign
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of Louis XIV. institutions were wanting to power as well as
to liberty. In France, at this period, nothing guaranteed
either the country against the illegitimate actions of the
government, or the government itself against the inevitable
action of time. Thus we see the government helping on
its own decay. It was not Louis XIV. alone who was be-
coming aged and weak at the end of his reign: it was the
whole absolute power. Pure monarchy was as much worn
out in 1712 as was the monarch himself: and the evil was so
much the more grave, as Louis XIV. had abolished political
morals as well as political institutions. There are no political
morals without independence. He alone who feels that he
has a strength of his own is always capable either of servin'’'
or opposing power. Energetic characters disappear with in-
dependent situations, and dignity of soul alone gives birth to
security of rights.

This, then, is the state in which Louis XIV. left France
and power : a society in full development of riches,
power, and all kinds of intellectual activity; and, side by
side with this progressive society, a government essen-
tially stationary, having no means of renewing itself, of
adapting itself to the movement of its people; devoted, after
halt a century of the greatest splendour, to immobility and
weakness, and already, during the life of its founder, fallen
into a decline which seemed like dissolution. Such was the
condition of France at the conclusion of the seventeenth cen-
tury, a condition which impressed the epoch that followed with
a direction and a character so different.

1 need hardly say that the onward impulse of the human
mind, that free inquiry was the predominating feature, the
essential fact of the eighteenth century. You have already
leai muc concerning this fact from this chair; already you
have heard that powerful epoch characterised by a philo-
sophical orator, and by that of an eloquent philosopher. I
cannot pretend, in the short space of time which remains to
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pearance of the government in the course of the eighteenth
century, and the appearance of the human mind as the prin-
cipal and almost the only actor.

Except in that which is connected with external rela-

tions under the ministry of the due de Choiseul, and in cer-
tain great concessions made to the general tendency of
opinion, for instance, in the American war; except, I say,

in some events of this nature, perhaps there has scarcely ever
been so inactive, apathetic, and inert a government as was the
French government of this period. Instead of the energetic,

ambitious government of Louis XIV., which appeared every-
where, and put itself at the head of everything, you have
a government which laboured only to hide itself, to keep itself

in the background, so weak and compromised did it feel itself

to be. Activity and ambition had passed over wholly to

the people. It was the nation, which, by its opinion and its

intellectual movement, mingled itself with all things, inter-

fered in all, and, in short, alone possessed moral authority,

which is the only true authority.

A second characteristic which strikes me, in the condition

of the human mind in the eighteenth century, is the univer-

sality of free inquiry. Up to that time, and particularly in

the seventeenth century, free inquiry had been exercised

within a limited and partial field; it had had for its object

sometimes religious questions, sometimes religious and poli-

tical questions together, but it did not extend its pretensions

to all subjects. In the eighteenth century, on the contrary, the

character of free inquiry is universality; religion, politics, pure

philosophy, man and society, moral and material nature, all

at the same time became the object of study, doubt, and sys-

tem; ancient sciences were overturned, new sciences were
called into existence. The movement extended itself in all

directions, although it had emanated from one and the same
impulse.

This movement, moreover, had a peculiar character;

one which, perhaps, is not to be met elsewhere in the

history of the world: it was purely speculative. Up to that

time, in all great human revolutions, action had commingled

itself with speculation. Thus, in the sixteenth century, the

religious revolution began with ideas, with purely intellectual

discussions, but it very soon terminated in events. The heads
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of intellectual parties soon became the heads of political parties;

the realities of life were mixed with the labour of the under-
standing. Thus, too, it happened in the seventeenth century,
in the English revolution. But in France, in the eighteenth
century, you find the human spirit exercising itself upon all

things, upon ideas which, connecting themselves with the
real interests of life, seemed calculated to have the most
prompt and powerful influence upon facts. Nevertheless, the
leaders and actors of these great discussions remained stran-
gers to all species of practical activity—mere spectators, who
observed, judged, and spoke, without ever interfering in
events. At no other time has the government of facts, of
external realities, been so completely distinct from the govern-
ment of minds. The separation of the spiritual and tempo-
ral orders was never completely real in Europe until the
eighteenth century. For the first time, perhaps, the spiritual
order developed itself wholly apart from the temporal order:
an important fact, and one which exercised a prodigious
influence upon the course of events. It gave to the ideas of
the time a singular character of ambition and inexperience;
never before had philosophy aspired so strongly to rule the
world, never had philosophy been so little acquainted with the
world. It became obvious that a day must arrive for coming
to facts; for the intellectual movement to pass into externd
events; and as they had been totally separated, their meeting
was the more difficult, the shock far more violent.
How can we now be surprised with another character of

the condition of the human mind at this epoch, I mean its
prodigious boldness? Up to that time its greatest activity
had always been confined by certain barriers; the mind of
man had always existed amidst facts, whereof some in-
spired it with caution, and, to a certain extent, checked its
movements. In the eighteenth century, I should be at a loss
o say what external facts the human mind respected, or what
external facts exercised any empire over it: it hated or
despised the entire social state. It concluded, therefore, that
i was called upon to reform all things; it came to consider
1 se a sort of creator; institutions, opinions, manners, society,
and man himself, all seemed to require reform, and human
reason charged itself with the enterprise. What audacity
equal to this had ever before been imagined by it!
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Such was the power which, in the course of the
eighteenth century, confronted what still remained of the
government of Louis XIV. You perceive that it was im-
possible to avoid the occurrence of a shock between these

two so unequal forces. The predominant fact of the English
revolution, the struggle between free inquiry and pure
monarchy, was now also to burst forth in France. No doubt
the differences were great, and these necessarily perpetuated
themselves in the results; but, at bottom, the general con-
ditions were similar, and the definitive event had the same
meaning.

I do not pretend to exhibit the infinite consequences of

this struggle. The time for concluding this course of lectures

has arrived; I must check myself. I merely desire, before

leaving you, to call your attention to the most grave, and, in

my opinion, the most instructive fact which was revealed to us

by this great struggle. This is the danger, the evil, and
the insurmountable vice of absolute power, whatever form,

whatever name it may bear, and towards whatever aim it

may direct itself. You have seen that the government of

Louis XIV. perished by almost this cause only. Well, the

power which succeeded it, the human mind, the true sove-

reign of the eighteenth century, suffered the same fate; in

its turn, it possessed an almost absolute power; it, in its turn,

placed an excessive confidence in itself. Its onward im-

pulse was beautiful, good, most useful; and were it neces-

sary that I should express a definitive opinion, I should

say that the eighteenth century appeal’s to me to have been

one of the greatest ages of history, that which, perhaps, has

done the greatest services for humanity, that which has in

the greatest degree aided its progress, and rendered that

progress of the most general character: were I asked to

pronounce upon it as a public administration, I should

pronounce in its favour. But it is not the less true that,

at this epoch, the human mind, possessed of absolute

power, became corrupted and misled by it; holding esta-

blished facts and former ideas in an illegitimate disdain

and aversion; an aversion which earned it into error and

tyranny. The share of error and tyranny, indeed, which

mingled itself with the triumph of human reason, at the end

of this century, a portion which we cannot conceal from our-
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selves, was very great, and which we must proclaim and not

deny; this portion of error and tyranny was chiefly the result

of the extravagance into which the mind of man had been

thrown, at this period, by the extension of his power.

It is the duty, and, I believe, it will be the peculiar merit

of our times, to know that all power, whether intellectual or

temporal, whether belonging to governments or peoples, to

philosophers or ministers, whether exercising itself in one
cause or in another, bears within itself a natural vice, a

principle of weakness and of abuse which ought to render
it limited. Now nothing but the general freedom of all

rights, all interests, and all opinions, the free manifestation

and legal coexistence of all these forces, can ever restrain

each force and each power within its legitimate limits, pre-
vent it from encroaching on the rest, and, in a word, cause
the real and generally profitable existence of free inquiry.

Herein consists for us the grand lesson of the struggle which
occurred at the end of the eighteenth century, between abso-
lute temporal power and absolute spiritual power.

I have now arrived at the term which I proposed to myself.
You remember that my object, in commencing this course,
was to present you with a general picture of the development
of European civilization, from the fall of the Roman empire
to our own days. I have traversed this career very rapidly,
and without being able to inform you, far from it, of all

that was important, or to bring proofs of all that I have said.
I have been compelled to omit much, and often to request
you to believe me upon my word. I hope, nevertheless, that
I have attained my aim, which was to mark the grand crises
in the development of modern society. Allow me yet one
word more.

I endeavoured, in the beginning, to define civilization, and
to describe the fact which bears this name. Civilization
seemed to me to consist of two principal facts: the develop-
ment of human society, and that of man himself; on the one
hand, political and social development; on the other, internal
and moral development. I have confined myself so far to
the history of society. I have presented civilization only
under the social point of view; and have said nothing of the
development of man himself. I have not endeavoured to
unfold to you the history of opinions, of the moral progress
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of humanity. I propose, when we meet again, to confine

myself especially to France, to study with you the history of
French civilization, to study it in detail, and under its

various aspects. I shall endeavour to make you acquainted,
not only with the history of society in France, but also

with that of man; to be present with you at the progress of
institutions, of opinions, and of intellectual works of all

kinds; and to arrive thus at a complete understanding of the

development of our glorious country, in its entirety. In
the past as well as in the future, our country may well lay

claim to our tenderest affections.

END OF THE HISTORY OF CIVILIZATION IN EUROPE.
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LECTURE THE FIRST.

Object of the course—Two methods of studying in detail the history of
European civilization—Reasons for preferring the study of the history
of the civilization of a particular country—Reasons for studying that
of France—Of the essential facts which constitute the perfection of
civilization— Comparison of the grent F.uropean nations under this
point of view—Of civilization in England—Germany—Italy Spain
France—French civilization is the most complete, and offers the most
faithful representation of civilization in general—That the student has
other things to bear in mind besides the mere study—Of the present
prevailing tendencies in the intellectual order— Of the prevailing
tendencies in the social order—Two problems resulting therefrom
Their apparent contradiction—Our times are called upon to solve them—A third and purely moral problem, rendered equally important by the
present state of civilization—The unjust reprouches of which it is the
object—The necessity of meeting them—All science, in the present
ay, exerts a social influence—All power should tend to the moral per-
LCtum of the individual, as well as to the improvement of society in

general. J

Many of you will call to mind the nature and aim of
a course of lectures which were brought to a close some
months since, 1 hat course was cursory and of a general
nature. I then attempted, in a very short period of time, to
place before you an historical view of European civilization.
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I hastened, as it were, from point to point, confining myself
strictly to general facts and assertions, at the risk of being
sometimes misunderstood and perhaps discredited.

Necessity, as you know, imposed this method upon me; but
in spite of this necessity I should have been much pained by
the inconveniences which arose from it, had T not foreseen that

in a future course I should be enabled to remedy it; and
had I not proposed to myself, at the time, to complete, at

some future period, the outline which I then traced, and of

leading you to the general results which I placed^ before

you, by the same path which I myself had followed, an

attentive and complete study of the facts. Such is the end
at which I now aim.

Two methods offer themselves as tending to the attainment

of the proposed end. I might either recommence the course

of last summer, and review the general history of European
civilization in its whole extent, by giving in detail that which
it was impossible to give in mass, and by again passing

over with more leisurely steps that ground which before was
gone over in almost breathless haste. Or I might study the

history of civilization in a single great country, in one of the

principal European nations in which it has been developed,

and thus, by confining the field of my researches, be the

better enabled thoroughly to explore it.

The first method seemed to offer serious inconveniences.

It would be very difficult, if not impossible, to maintain any

unity in a history with so extensive a range, and which, at

the same time should be perfect in all its details. We dis-

covered last summer, that there was a true unity running

through European civilization; but this unity is only visible

in general actions and grand results. We must ascend the

highest mountain before the petty inequalities and diver-

sities of the surface will become invisible, and before we can

discover the general aspect, and the true and essential nature

of the entire country. When we quit general facts and wish

to look into particulars, the unity vanishes, the diversities

again appear, and in the variety of occurrences one loses

sight of both causes and effects; so that to give a detailed

history, and still to preserve some harmony, it is absolutely

necessary to narrow the field of inquiry.
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There is also another great objection to this method, in

the immense extent and diversity of knowledge which it

presupposes and requires both in the speaker and his

audience. Those who wish to trace with moderate accuracy
the course of European civilization should have a sufficiently

intimate acquaintance, not only with the events which have
passed among each people, with their history, but likewise
with their language, literature, and philosophy, in short,

with all phases of their career; a work which is evidently
almost impossible, and certainly so in the time which we
could spend upon it.

It appears to me, that by studying the history of civili-

zation in one great European nation, I shall arrive more
quickly at the desired result. The unity of the narrative will
then, indeed, be compatible with details; there is in every
country a certain national harmony, which is the result of the
community of manners, laws, language, and events, and this
harmony is imprinted in the civilization. We may pass from
fact to fact without losing sight of the whole picture. And
lastly, though I will not say that it can easily be done, it is yet
possible to combine the knowledge necessary for such a work.

I have therefore decided upon this second method, upon
that of abandoning the general history of European civiliza-
tion, in all the nations which have contributed thereto, and
confining myself to the civilization of one country, which,
if we note the differences between it and other countries,
may become, for our purpose, an image of the whole destiny
of Europe. • J

The choice of method being once made, that of a nation
easily follows; I have taken the history and civilization of
b ranee. I shall certainly not deny having experienced a
sensation of pleasure while making this choice. No one
will deny that the emotions of patriotism are legitimate, pro-
vided they be sanctioned by truth and reason. Some there
are, in the present day, who seem to fear that patriotism
suffers much Irom the enlargement of ideas and sentiments,
arising from the actual state of European civilization; they
predict that it will become enervated, and lose itself in cos-
mopolitism. I cannot share such fears. In the present day,
it w ill be with patriotism as with all human actions, feelings,
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and opinions. It is condemned, I admit, incessantly to
undergo the test of publicity, of inquiry and discussion; it

is condemned no longer to remain a mere prejudice, habit, or
a blind and exclusive passion; it must give a reason for itself.

It will be oppressed by this necessity no more than any
natural and legitimate feelings are; on the contrary, it will

become refined and elevated. These are the tests to which
it must submit, and it will soar above them. I can truly
say, if any other history iu Europe had appeared to me
greater, more instructive, or better suited to represent the
general course of civilization than that of France, I should
have chosen it. But I have reasons for selecting France;
independently of the special interest which its history has for

us, France has long since been proclaimed by all Europe
the most civilized of its nations. Whenever the opinion of the

struggle has not been between the national all-love, when one
seeks the true and disinterested opinion of people in the

ideas and actions wherein it manifests itself indirectly,

without taking the form of a controversy, we find that

France is acknowledged to be the country in which civili-

zation has appeared in its most complete form, where it has

been most communicative, and where it has most forcibly

struck the European imagination.

And we must not suppose, that the superiority of this

country is solely attributable to the amenity of our social

relations, to the gentleness of our manners, or to that easy

and animated life which people so often come to seek among
us. There can be no doubt that it partly arises from these

attributes; but the fact of which I speak has more profound

and universal causes: it is not a fashion, as might have been

supposed when the question was concerning the civilization of

the age of Louis XIV., neither is it a popular ebullition, as

a view of our own times would lead us to suppose. The pre-

ference which the disinterested opinion of Europe accords to

French civilization is philosophically just; it is the result of

an instinctive judgment, doubtless in some measure confused,

but well based, upon the essential elements and general

nature of civilization.

You will call to mind the definition of civilization I at-

tempted to give in the commencement of the former course

of lectures. I there sought to discover what ideas attach
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themselves to this word in the common sense of men. It

appeared to me, on a reference to general opinion, that

civilization essentially consists of two principles; the im-

provement of the exterior and general condition of man, and

that of his inward and personal nature; in a word, in the

improvement both of society and of humanity.

And it is not these two principles of themselves, which
constitute civilization; to bring it to perfection, their intimate

and rapid union, simultaneousness, and reciprocal action, are

absolutely necessary. I showed that if they do not al-

ways arrive conjointly—that if, at one time, the improvement
of society, and at another, that of individual man, progresses

more quickly or extends further, they are not the less neces-
sary the one to the other; they excite each other, and sooner
or later will amalgamate. When one progresses for any
length of time without the other, and when their union is

long interrupted, a feeling of regret, and of a painful hiatus
and incompleteness, seizes the spectators. If an important
social improvement, a great progress in material well being is

manifested among a people without being accompanied by
intellectual improvement, or an analogous progression in
mind; the social improvement seems precarious, inexplicable,
and almost unjust. One asks what general ideas have pro-
duced and justified it, or to what principles it attaches itself.

One wishes to assure oneself that it will not be limited to par-
ticular generations, to a single country; but that it will spread
and communicate itself, and that it will fill every nation.
And how can social improvement spread and communicate
itself but by ideas, upon the wings of doctrines? Ideas alone
mock at distance, pass over oceans, and everywhere make
themselves received and comprehended. Besides, such is the
noble nature of humanity, that it cannot see a great improve-
ment in material strength, without aspiring to the moral
strength which should be joined with it and direct it; some-
thing subordinate remains imprinted on social improvement,
as long as it bears no fruit but mere physical prosperity, as
long as it does not raise the mind of man to the level of his
condition.

So, on the other hand, if any great intellectual improve-
ment appears, unaccompanied by a social progress, one feels
uneasy and surprised. It seems as if we saw a beautiful tree

T
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devoid of fruit, or a sun bringing with it neither heat nor fer-

tility. One feels a kind of disdain for ideas thus barren and

not seizing upon the external world. And not only do we
feel a disdain for them, but in the end we doubt their reason-

able legitimacy and truth; one is tempted to believe them

chimerical, when they show themselves powerless and inca-

pable of governing human condition. So powerfully is man
impressed with the feeling that his business upon earth is to

transform the ideal into the actual, to reform and regulate

the world which he inhabits according to the truth he

conceives; so closely are the two great elements of civiliza-

tion, social and intellectual development, bound to one another;

so true is it that its perfection consists, not only in their

union, but in their simultaneousness, and in the extent,

facility, and rapidity with which they mutually evoke and

produce themselves.

Let us now endeavour to regard from this point of view

the several nations of Europe: let us investigate the particu-

lar characteristics of the civilization in each particular case,

and inquire how far these characteristics coincide with that

essential, fundamental, and sublime fact which now constitutes

for us the perfection of civilization. We shall thus discover

which of the various kinds of European civilization is the

most complete, and the most conformable to the general type

of civilization, and, consequently, which possesses the best right

to our attention, and best represents the history of Europe.

I be^in with England. English civilization has been es-

pecially directed towards social perfection; towards the

amelioration of the external and public condition of men;

towards the amelioration, not only of their material but also of

their moral condition; towards the introduction of more

justice, more prosperity into society; towards the develop-

ment of right as well as of happiness.

Nevertheless, all things considered, in England the develop-

ment of society has been more extensive and more glorious

than that of humanity; social interests and social facts have,

in England, maintained a more conspicuous place, and have

exercised more power than general ideas: the nation seems

"renter than the individual. This is so true, that even t le

philosophers of England, men who seem devoted by their pro-

fession to the development of pure intelligence—as Lacon,
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Locke, and the Scotch philosophers—belong to what one may
call the practical school of philosophy; they concern them-

selves, above all things, with direct and positive results; they

trust themselves neither to the flights of the imagination, nor

to the deductions of logic: theirs is the genius of common
sense. I turn to the periods of England’s greatest intellectual

activity, the periods when ideas and mental movements occu-

pied the most conspicuous place in her history: I take the

political and religious crisis of the sixteenth and seventeenth

centuries. No man is ignorant of the mighty movement which
was going on at that time in England. Can any one, however,
tell me of any great philosophical system, of any great general

doctrines since become law in Europe, which were born of

this movement? It has had immense and admirable results;

it has established rights, manners ; it has not only powerfully
influenced social relations, it has influenced the souls of men;
it has made sects and enthusiasts, but it has hardly exalted
or extended— at all events, directly— the hgrizon of the
human mind; it has not ignited one of those great intel-

lectual torches which illuminate an entire epoch. Perhaps
in no country have religious creeds possessed, nor at the
present day do they possess more power than in England;
but they are, above all things, practical; they exert a great
influence over the conduct, happiness, and sentiments of
individuals; but they have few general and mental results,

results which address themselves to the whole of the human
race. Under whatever point of view you regard this civiliza-
tion, you will discover this essentially practical and social
character. 1 might investigate this development in a more
extended degree; I might review every class of English
society, and I should everywhere be struck with the same
fact. In literature, for instance, practical merit still pre-
dominates. There is no one who will say that the English
are skill ul at composing a book, the artistical and rational
ariangement of the whole, in the distribution of the parts, in
executing, so as to strike the imagination of the reader with
that perfection of art and form, which, above all things, gra-
tifies the understanding. This purely intellectual aim in
woiks of genius is the weak point of English writers, whilst
they excel in the power of persuasion by the lucidity of their
expositions, by frequently returning to the same ideas, by the

t 2
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evidence of good sense, in short, by all the ways of leading to

practical effects.

The same character is seen, even in the English language.

It is not a language rationally, uniformly, and systematically

constructed; it borrows words on all sides, from the most
various sources, without troubling itself about maintaining

any symmetry or harmony. Its essential want is that logical

beauty which is seen in the Greek and Latin languages: it

has an appearance of coarseness and incoherence. But it

is rich, flexible, fitted for general adaptation, and capable of

supplying all the wants of man in the external course of life.

.Everywhere the principle of utility and application dominates

in England, and constitutes at once the physiognomy and the

force of its civilization.

From England I shall pass to Germany. The develop-

ment of civilization has here been slow and tardy; the

brutality of German manners has been proverbial through-

out Europe for centuries. Still when, under this apparent

grossness, one seeks the comparative progress of the two
fundamental elements of civilization, we find that, in Germany,

intellectual development has always surpassed and left behind

social development, that the human spirit has there prospered

much more than the human condition.

Compare the intellectual state of the German reformers at

the sixteenth century—Luther, Melancthon, Bucer, and many
others—compare, I say, the development of mind which is

shown in their works with the contemporaneous manners of

the country. What a disparity ! In the seventeenth century,

place the ideas of Leibnitz, the studies of his disciples, and

the German universities, by the side of the manners which

prevailed, not only among the people, but also among the

superior classes; read, on one side, the writings of the

philosophers, and, on the other, the memoirs which paint

the court of the elector of Brandenburg or Bavaria. What
a contrast! When we arrive at our own times, this contrast

is yet more striking. It is a common saying in the present

day, that beyond the Rhine, ideas and facts, the intellectual

and the real orders, are almost entirely separated. No
one is ignorant of what has been the activity of spirit in

Germany for the last fifty years; in all classes, in philosophy,

history, general literature, or poetry, it has advanced very far.

It may be said that it has not always followed the best path;
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one may contest part of the results at which it has arrived;

yet concerning its energy and extensive development it is

impossible to dispute. But assuredly the social state and

public condition have not advanced at the same pace. Without
doubt, there also progress and amelioration have been made;

but it is impossible to draw a comparison between the two

facts. Thus, the peculiar character of all works in Germany,
in poetry, philosophy, or history, is a non-acquaintance with

the external world, the absence of the feeling of reality. One
perceives, in reading them, that life and facts have exercised

but little influence upon the authors, that they have not pre-

occupied their imagination; they have lived retired within

themselves, by turns enthusiasts or logicians. Just as the

practical genius everywhere shows itself in England, so the

pure intellectual activity is the dominant feature of German
civilization.

In Italy we shall find neither one nor the other of these

characters. Italian civilization has been neither essentially

practical as that of England, nor almost exclusively speculative

as that of Germany; in Italy, neither great development of

individual intelligence, nor social skill and ability have been
wanting; the Italians have flourished and excelled at one and
the same time in the pure sciences, the arts and philosophy,

as well as in practical affairs and life. For some time, it is

true, Italy seems to have stopped in both of these progres-
sions

; society and the human mind seem enervated and
paralysed; but one feels, upon looking closely, that this is not
the effect of an inward and national incapacity; it is from
without that Italy is weighed down and impeded; she re-
sembles a beautiful flower that wishes to blossom, but is com-
pressed in every part by a cold and rude hand. Neither
intellectual nor political capacity has perished in Italy; it

" ants that which it has always wanted, and which is every

-

" here one of the vital conditions of civilization,—it wants
laith, the faith in truth. I wish to make myself correctly
understood, and not to have attributed to my words a different
sense fiom that which I intend to convey. I mean here,
by faith, that confidence in truth, which not only causes it to
be held as truth, and which satisfies the mind, but which gives
men a confidence in right to reign over the world, to
govern facts, and in its power to succeed. It is by this
ieeling that, once having possession of truth, man feels called
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upon to introduce it into external facts, to reform them,
and to regulate them according to reason. Well, it is this

which is almost universally wanted in Italy; she has been
fertile in great minds, and in universal ideas; she has been
thronged with men of rare practical ability, versed in the
knowledge of all conditions of external life, and in the art of
conducting and managing society; but these two classes of
men and facts have remained strangers to each other. The
men of universal ideas, the speculative spirits, have not be-
lieved in the duty, perhaps not even in the right, of influenc-

ing society; although confident in the truth of their principles,

they have doubted their power. Men of action, on the other

hand, the masters of society, have held small account of
universal ideas; they have scarcely ever felt a desire to

regulate, according to fixed principles, the facts which came
under their dominion. Both have acted as if it was desirable

merely to know the truth, but as if it had no further influence,

and demanded nothing more. It is this, alike in the fifteenth

century and in later times, that has been the weak side of

civilization in Italy; it is this which has struck with a kind

of barrenness both its speculative genius and its practical

ability; here the two powers have not lived in reciprocal con-

fidence, in correspondence, in continual action and reaction.

There is another great country of which, indeed, I speak

more out of consideration and respect for a noble and unhappy
nation, than from necessity; I mean Spain. Neither great

minds nor great events have been wanting in Spain; under-

standing and human society have at times appeared there in

all their glory; but these are isolated facts, cast here and there

throughout Spanish history, like palm-trees on a desert. The
fundamental character of civilization, its continued and uni-

versal progress, seems denied in Spain, as much to the human
mind as to society. There has been either solemn immobility,

or fruitless revolutions. Seek one great idea, or social

amelioration, one philosophical system or fertile institution,

which Spain has given to Europe; there are none such: this

nation has remained isolated in Europe; it has received as

little from it as it has contributed to it. I should have re-

proached myself, had I wholly omitted its name; but its

civilization is of small importance in the history of the civili-

zation of Europe.

You see that the fundamental principle, the sublime fact of
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general civilization, the intimate and rapid union, and the

harmonious development of ideas and facts, in the intel-

lectual and real orders, has been produced in neither of the

great countries at which we have glanced. Something is

essentially wanting in all of them to complete civilization;

neither of them offers us the complete image, the pure type of

civilization in all its conditions, and with all its great charac-

teristics.

In France it is different. In France, the intellectual and
social development have never failed each other. Here
society and man have always progressed ami improved, I

will not say abreast and equally, but within a short distance

of each other. By the side of great events, revolutions, and
public ameliorations, we always find in this country universal

ideas and corresponding doctrines. Nothing has passed in

the real world, but the understanding has immediately seized

it, and thence derived new riches; nothing within the do-
minion of understanding, which has not had in the real world,
and that almost always immediately, its echo and result.

Indeed, as a general tiling, in France, ideas have preceded
and impelled the progress of the social order; they have been
prepared in doctrines, before being accomplished in things,

and in the march of civilization mind has always taken the
lead. This two-fold character of intellectual activity and
practical ability, of meditation and application, is shown in all

the great events of French history, and in all the great classes
of French society, and gives them au aspect which we do not
find elsewhere.

At the commencement of the twelfth century, for example,
burst forth the great movement for the enfranchisement of
the Commons, a great step in social condition; at the same
time was manifested a vivid aspiration after freedom of
thought. Abailard was contemporary with the citizens of Laon
and Vezelay. The first great struggle of free-thought against
absolute power in the intellectual order, is contemporaneous
with the struggle of the citizens for public liberty. These
tv o movements, it is true, were apparently foreign to each
other; the philosophers had a very ill opinion of the insurgent
citizens, whom they treated as barbarians; and the citizens, in
their turn, when they heard them spoken of, regarded the
philosophers as heretics. But the double progress is not the
less simultaneous.
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Quit the twelfth century; take one of the establishments
which have played the most conspicuous part in the history

of mind in France, the University of Paris. No one is

ignorant of what have been its scientific labours, dating from
the thirteenth century; it was the first establishment of the
kind in Europe. There was no other in the same age which
had so important and active a political existence. The Uni-
versity of Paris is associated with the policy of kings, and
with all the struggles of the French clergy against the court

of Rome, and those of the clergy against the temporal power;
ideas developed themselves, and doctrines were established in

its bosom; and it strove almost immediately to propagate

them in the external world. It was the principles of the

University of Paris which served as the standard of the

reformers at the councils of Constance and Basle; which were
the origin of, and sustained the Pragmatic Sanction of

Charles VII.

Intellectual activity and positive influence have for cen-

turies been inseparable in this great school. Let us pass to

the sixteenth century, and glance at the history of the

Reformation in France; it has here a distinguishing charac-

ter; it was more learned, or, at least, as learned as elsewhere,

and more moderate and reasonable. The principal struggle

of erudition and doctrine against the Catholic church was
sustained by the French Reformers; it was either in France

or Holland, and always in French, that so many philosophical,

historical, and polemical works were written in this cause;

it is certain, that at this epoch, neither in Germany nor in

England, was there so much spirit and learning employed;

the French Reformation, too, was a stranger to the flights

of the German anabaptists and the English sectarians; it was

seldom it was wanting in practical prudence, and yet one

cannot doubt the energy and sincerity of its creed, since for

so long a period it withstood the most severe reverses.

In modern times, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-

ries, the intimate and rapid union of ideas with facts, and

the development both of society and of man as an individual,

are so evident, that it is needless to insist upon them.

We see, then, four or five great epochs, and four or five

grand events, in which the particular character of French

civilization is shown. Let us take the various classes of our
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society; let U3 regard their manners and physiognomy, and we
shall be struck with the same fact. The clergy of France is

botli learned and active, it is connected with all intellectual
works and all worldly atfairs as reasoner, scholar, adminis-
trator; it is, as it were, neither exclusively devoted to
religion, science, nor politics, but is constantly occupied in
combining and conciliating them all. The French philoso-
phers also present a rare mixture of speculation and practical
knowledge; they meditate profoundly and boldly; they seek
the pure truth, without any view to its application; but they
always keep up a sympathy with the external world, and
with the facts in the midst of which they live; they elevate
themselves to the greatest height, but without ever losing
sight of the earth. Montaigne, Descartes, Pascal, Bayle,
almost all the great French philosophers, are neither pure
logicians ner enthusiasts. Last summer, in this place, you
heard their eloquent interpreter 1 characterize the genius of
De.-cartes, who was at the same time a man of science and a
man of the world. “Clear, firm, resolved, and daring, he
thought in his study with the same intrepidity 'with which he
fought under the walls of Prague ;” having an inclination
alike for the movement of life and for the activity of thought.
Our philosophers have not all of them possessed the same
genius, nor experienced the same adventurous destiny as
Descartes; but almost all of them, at the same time that they
sought truth, have comprehended the world. They were
alike capable of observing and of meditating.

finally, in the history of France, what is the particular
trait which characterizes the only class of men who have there
a en a truly public part, the only men who have attempted
o loroughly bring the country within its administration, and

to give a legal government to the nation, the French magis-
lacy^and the bar, the parliaments and all that surrounds

not essentially this mixture of learning and
piactical wisdom, this respect for ideas and facts, for science
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From whatever point of view we regard France, we shall

discover this two-fold character. The two essential prin-

ciples of civilization are there developed in a strict corres-

pondence. There man has never been wanting in individual

greatness; nor has his individual greatness been devoid of

public importance and utility. Much has been said, especially

latterly, of good sense as a distinguishing trait of French
genius. This is true; but it is not a purely practical good
sense, merely calculated to succeed in its enterprises; it is an
elevated and philosopliical good sense, which penetrates to

the roots of ideas, and comprehends and judges them in all

their bearings, while at the same tune it attends to external

facts. This good sense is reason; the French mind is at the

same time reasoning and reasonable.

To France, then, must be ascribed this honour, that her

civilization has reproduced more faithfully that* any other

the general type and fundamental idea of civilization. It is

the most complete, the most veritable, and, so to speak, the

most civilized of civilizations. This it is has given her the

first rank in the disinterested opinion of Europe. France

has proved herself at once intelligent and powerful, rich in

ideas, and in the means of giving effect to those ideas. She

has addressed herself at once to the intellect of the nations,

and to their desire for social amelioration; she has aroused at

once imagination and ambition; she has manifested a capability

of discovering the truth, and of making it prevail. By this

double title, she has rendered herself popular, for this is the

double want of humanity.

We are, then, fully entitled to regard civilization in France

as having the first claim on our attention, as being the most

important in itself, the most fruitful of consequences. In

studying it, we must earnestly regard it under the double

aspect I have indicated, of social development and of in-

tellectual development; we must closely watch the progress

of ideas, of mind, of the interior individual man, and of his

exterior and general condition. Considering it upon this

principle, there is not in the general history of Europe any

great event, any great question which we shall not meet with

in our own. We shall thus attain the historical and scientific

object which we proposed to ourselves; we shall be constantly

present at the spectacle of European civilization, without
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being ourselves lost in the number and variety of the scenes

and actors.

But we have before us, as I conceive, something more, and

something more important than a spectacle, or even than

study; unless I am altogether mistaken, we seek something

beyond mere information. The course of civilization, and in

particular that of the civilization of France, has raised a

great problem, a problem peculiar to our own time, in which

all futurity is interested, not only our own future but that of

humanity at large, and which we, we of the present genera-

tion, are, perhaps, especially called upon to solve.

What is the spirit which now prevails in the intellectual

world, which presides over the search after truth, in what-

ever direction truth is sought? A spirit of rigorous reserve,

of strict, cautious prudence, a scientific spirit, a philosophical

spirit purstiing a philosophical method. It is a spirit which
carefully observes facts, and only admits generalization slowly,

progressively, concurrently with the ascertainment of facts.

This spirit has, for more than a half century past, manifestly

prevailed in the conduct of the sciences which occupy them-
selves in the material world; it has been the cause of their

progress, the source of their glory; and now, every day it

infuses itself more and more deeply into the sciences of the

moral world, into politics, history, philosophy. In every
direction the scientific method is extending and establishing

itself; in every direction the necessity i3 more and more felt

of taking facts as the basis and rule of our proceedings; and
we all fully understand that facts constitute the subject
matter of science, and that no general idea can he of any real
value, unless it be founded upon, and supported throughout
its progress by facts. Facts are now in the intellectual order,
the power in authority.

In the real order, in the social world, in the government,
in the public administration, in political economy, we perceive
a diilerent tendency; there prevails the empire of ideas, of
reasoning, ot general principles, of what is called theory.
Such is evidently the feature of the great revolution which
has developed itself in our time, of all the labours of the
eighteenth century; and the feature is not merely one charac-
terizing a crisis, a period of transient agitation; it is the per-
manent, regular, calm characteristic of the social state which
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is noiv establishing, or, at all events, announcing itself in
every direction—a social state, which has its basis on discus-
sion and publicity, that is to say, on the empire of public
reason, on the empire of doctrines, of convictions common to
all the members ot the society. On the one hand, then, never
before have facts held so large a place in science; on the
other, never before have ideas played so leading a part in the
outer world.

Matters were very different a hundred years ago: then, in
the intellectual order, in science properly so called, facts were
but slightly consulted, but little respected; reason and imagi-
nation gave themselves full career, and men yielded without
hesitation to the wildest impulses of hypothesis, dashing on
recklessly, with no other guide than the thread of deduction.
In the political order, on the contrary, in the real world, facts

were all powerful, were admitted without a doubt or a murmur,
as the authority alike dejure and defacto. Men complained,
indeed, of particular facts, but scarcely ever ventured to con-
test them; sedition itself was more common in those times
than freedom of thought. He who should have claimed for

an idea, though in the name of truth itself, any place in the
affairs of this world, would have had reason to repent of his

temerity.

The course of civilization, then, has reversed the former
order of things: it has established the empire of facts where
once the free movement of mind dominated, and raised ideas

to the throne once filled exclusively by facts.

This proposition is so true, that the result stated forms a

marked feature in the reproaches of which modern civilization

is made the object. Whenever the adversaries of that civili-

zation speak of the actual condition of the human mind, of

the direction of its labours, they charge it with beihg hard,

dry, narrow. This rigorous positive method, this scientific

spirit, cramps, say they, the ideas, freezes up the imagination,

takes from the understanding its breadth, its freedom, con-

fines, materialises it. When the question turns upon the

actual state of societies, upon what societies are attempting,

are effecting, these same men exclaim :
“ Out upon chimeras

!

Place no faith in theories: it is facts alone which should be

studied, respected, valued; it is experience alone which should

be believed.” So that modern civilization is accused at once
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of dryness and of dreamy reverie, of hesitation and of preci-

pitation, of timidity and of temerity. As philosophers, we
creep along the earth; as politicians, we essay the enterprise

of Icarus, and we shall undergo the same fate.

It is this double reproach, or rather this double danger, which
we have to repel. We are called upon, in fact, to solve the

problem which has occasioned it. We are called upon to

confirm, more and more, in the intellectual order, the empire
of facts—in the social order, the empire of ideas; to govern
our reason more and more according to reality, and reality

according to our reason; to maintain at once the strictness of
the scientific method, and the legitimate empire of the intel-

lect. There is nothing incongruous or inconsistent in this, far

from it; it is, on the contrary, the natural, necessary result of
the position of man, as a spectator of the world, and of his

mission as an actor in its mighty drama. I take nothing
for granted here, I make no comment; I merely describe
what I see before me. We are thrown into the midst of a
world which we neither invented nor created; we find it

before us, we look at it, we study it: we must needs take it

as a fact, for it subsists out of us, independently of us; it is

with facts our mind exercises itself; it has only facts for
materials; and when it comes to the general laws resulting
from them, the general laws themselves are facts like any
others. So much for our position as spectators. As actors,
we proceed in a different way: when we have observed ex-
ternal facts, our acquaintance with these develops in us ideas
which are of a nature superior to them; we feel ourselves
called upon to reform, to perfectionate, to regulate that which
is; we feel ourselves capable of acting upon the world, of ex-
tending therein the glorious empire of reason. This is the
mission of man: as spectator, he is subject to facts; as actor,
he takes possession of them, and impresses upon them a more
regular, a more perfect form. I was justified, then, in saying
that there is nothing incongruous, nothing self-contradictory
in the problem which we have to solve. It is quite true,
owever, that there is a double danger involved in this double

task: it is quite true, that in studying facts, the understanding
may eovei whelmed by them; that it may become depressed,
confined, materialized; it may conceive that there are no
other facts than those which strike us at first glance, which
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present themselves directly, obviously before us, which make
themselves palpable to the senses; a great and grievous error:
there are facts, facts so remote as to be obscure, facts vast,
sublime, most difficult to compass, to observe, to describe, but
which are none the less facts, and fucts which man is, none
the less, absolutely called upon to study and to know. If he
fail to make himself acquainted with them, if he forget them,
the character of his thought will be inevitably and prodigiously
lowered, and all the learning which he may possess will bear
the impress of that abasement. On the other hand, it is

quite possible for intellectual ambition, in its action upon the
real world, to be carried away, to become excessive, chime-
rical; to lose itself in its eagerness to extend too far and too

rapidly the empire of its ideas over external things. But this

double danger itself proves the double mission whence it

originates; and this mission must be accomplished, the'problem
must be solved, for the actual condition of civilization lays it

down with perfect clearness, and will not permit it to be lost

sight of. Henceforth, whosoever, in the search after truth,

shall depart from the scientific method, will not be in a posi-

tion to take the study of facts as the basis of intellectual de-

velopment; and whosoever, in administering the affairs of

society, shall refuse the guidance of general principles and
ideas, of doctrines, will assuredly achieve no permanent suc-

cess, will find himself without any real power; for power and
success, whether rational or social, now wholly depend upon
the conformity of our labours with these two laws of human
activity, with these two tendencies of civilization.

This is not all; we have still a far different problem to solve.

Of the two which I have laid down, the one is scientific and
the other social; the one concerns pure intelligence, the study

of truth; the other applies the results of this study to the

external world. There is a third, which arises equally from

the present state of civilization, and the solution of which

is equally prescribed to us; a moral problem which refers

not to science, not to society, but to the internal development

of each of us to the merit, the worth of the individual man.

In addition to the other reproaches of which, as I have said,

our civilization is made the object, it is accused of exercising

a baleful effect upon our moral nature. Its opponents say,

that by its everlastingly disputative spirit, by its mania for
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discussing and weighing everything, for reducing everything
to a precise and definite value, it infrigidates, dries up, con-
centres the human soul; that the result of its setting up a
pretension to universal infallibility, of its assumption of a supe-
riority to all illusion, all impulse of the thought, of its affecting
to know the real value of all things, will be that man will
become severally disgusted with all the rest of the world,
will become absorbed in self. Further, it is said, that owing
to the tranquil ease of life in our times, to the facility and
amenity of social relations, to the security which prevails
throughout society, men’s minds become effeminate, ener-
vated; and that thus, at the same time that we acquire the
habit of looking only to oneself, one acquires also a habit of
requiring all things for oneself, a disposition to dispense with
nothing, to sacrifice nothing, to suffer nothing. In a word,
it is asserted that selfishness on the one hand, and captious
effeminacy on the other, the dry hardness of manners, and
their puerile enervation, are the natural matter-of-course
results of the actual condition of civilization; that liigh-
souled devotion and energy, at once the two great powers and
the two great virtues of man, are wanting, and will be more
and more wanting, in the periods which we call civilized, and
more especially in our own.

It were easy, I think, to repel this double reproach, and to
establish: 1, the general proposition, that the actual con-
dition of civilization, considered thoroughly and as a whole
by no means as a matter of moral probability, induces as its
results selfishness and effeminacy; 2, the fact that neither
devotion nor energy have been found to be wanting, in time
ot need, to the civilized members of modern times. But thiswere a question which would carry us too far. It is ti-ue,
the actual state of civilization imposes upon moral devotionand energy, as upon patriotism, as upon all the noble thoughts
ant eelings ot man, an additional difficulty. These great
faculties of our nature have hitherto often manifested thern-

nfrXrio'n T in 3 manner characterized by-no reflection, by no reference to motives; so to speak, at
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results will be required of them. Doubtless, this is an addi-
loiu uei0 i or nature to raise up ere she can manifest her-
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self in all her grandeur; but she will raise it up. Never
yet has human nature been wanting to herself, never has
she failed of that which circumstances have required at her
hands; the more has been asked of her, the more she has
given. Her revenue ever more than keeps pace with her
expenditure. Energy and devotion will derive from other
sources, will manifest themselves under other forms. Doubt-
less, we possess not fully as yet those general ideas, those

innate convictions which must inspire the qualities I speak
of; the faith which corresponds with our manners is as yet
weak, shadowy, tottering; the principles of devotion and
energy which were in action in past times are now without

effect, for they have lost our confidence. It must be our
task to seek out until we discover principles of a character

to take strong hold of us, to convince our minds and to move
our hearts at one and the same time. These will inspire

devotion and energy; these will keep our minds in that state

of disinterested activity, of simple, unsophisticated stedfast-

ness which constitutes moral health. The same progress of

events which imposes the necessity of doing this upon us,

will supply us with the means of doing it.

In the study, then, upon which we are about to enter, we
have to aim at far more than the mere acquisition of know-
ledge; intellectual development cannot, may not remain an

isolated fact. We are imperatively called upon to derive

from it, for our country, new materials of civilization; for

ourselves, a moral regeneration. Science is a beautiful

thing, undoubtedly, and of itself well worth all the labour

that man may bestow upon it; but it becomes a thousand

times grander and more beautiful when it becomes a power;

when it becomes the parent of virtue. This, then, is what

we have to do in the course of these lectures: to discover the

truth; to realise it out of ourselves in external facts, for the

benefit of society; in ourselves, to convert it into a faith

capable of inspiring us with disinterestedness and moral

energy, the force and dignity of man in this world. This is

our triple task; this the aim and object of our labour; a

labour difficult of execution and slow of progress, and which

success, instead of terminating, only extends. But in nothing,

perhaps, is it given to man ever to arrive at the goal he has

proposed to himself; his glory is in advancing towards it.



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 289

SECOND LECTURE.

Necessity of reading a general history of France before we study that of

civilization— M. do Sismondi's work—Why we should study the

political state of a country before its moral state, the history of society

before that of man—The social state of Gaul in the 5th century—Original

monuments and modern works descriptive of that subject Difference

between the civil and religious society of that period—Imperial govern-

ment of Gaul—The provincial governors—Their official establishments

—Their salaries—Benefits and defects of the administration—Fall of
the Roman empire—Gaulish society : 1. The senators

; 2. The curiales ;

2. The people; 4. The slnves— Public relations of these various

classes—Decline and helplessness of Gaulish civil society—Causes of
this—1 he people attach themselves to the religious community.

Before entering upon the history of French civilization, I
would engage those among you who propose to make a serious
study ot the subject, to read with attention one of the larger
histories of France, which may serve, as it were, for a frame
in which to place the facts and ideas we shall together collect.
For 1 do not propose to relate to you the course of what are
more especially called events, which yet it is indispensable for
you to know. Of all the histories of France I could point
out to you, the best beyond any question is that of M. de
Sismondi. It is no part of my intention to enter here into a
discussion of the merits and defects of that work, but I will,
in a few words, indicate to you what you will more peculiarly
find there, and what I advise you more peculiarly to seek
there. Considered as a critical exposition of the institutions,
the political development, the government of France, the His-
tmr-e des Francis of M. de Sismondi is incomplete, 1 leaving

kt. Guizot speaks of the first twelve volumes of the Paris edition.
U
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in my opinion something to be desired. Speaking of the

volumes already published, I should say that its account of

the two epochs most important for the political destiny of

France, the reign of Charlemagne and that of St. Louis, is,

perhaps, among the feeblest portions of the work. As a

history of intellectual development of ideas, it is deficient, to

a certain extent, in depth of research, and in exactness as to

results. But, as a narrative of events, as a picture of the

revolutions and vicissitudes of the social state, of the mutual

relations of the various classes of society at different periods,

of tlie progressive formation of the French nation, it is a work

of the highest order, a work whence instruction of the most

valuable kind is to be derived. You may, perhaps, find occa-

sion to desire in it somewhat more impartiality, somewhat

greater freedom of imagination; you may, perhaps, detect in

it, at times, too much of the influence upon the writer’s mind

of contemporary events and opinions; but, nevertheless, it is

a prodigious, a splendid work, infinitely superior to all those

which preceded it, and one which, read with attention, will

admirably prepare you for the studies we are about to pursue.

It is part of my plan, whenever we approach a particular

epoch, or a crisis of French society, to point out to you the

original literary monuments which are extant with respect to

it, and the principal modern works which have treated of

the subject. You will thus be enabled to test for yourselves,

in the crucible of your own studies, the results which I shall

endeavour to lay before you.

You will remember that I proposed to consider civilization

in its aggregate, as a social development, and as a moral de-

velopment, in the history of the mutual relations of man, and

in that of ideas; I shall accordingly examine each epoch

under this double aspect. I shall commence in every case

with the study of the social state. I am quite aware that

in so doing, I shall not begin with the beginning: the social

state derives, among a number of other causes, from the

moral state of nations; creeds, feelings, ideas, manners, pre-

cede the external condition, the social relations, the political

institutions; society, saving a necessary and powerful reac-

tion, is that which men make it. Conformably with true

chronology, with the internal and moral chronology, we

ought to study man before society. But the true historic
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order, the order in which facts succeed one another, and re •

ciprocally create each other, differs essentially from the scien-
tific order, from the order in which it is proper to study them.
In reality, facts develop themselves, so to speak, from within
to without; causes inward produce effects outward. Study, on
the contrary—study, science, proceed, and properly proceed,
from without to within. It is with the outward that its at-
tention is first occupied; it is the outward which it first seizes
upon, and following which, it advances, penetrates on and on,
until by degrees it arrives within.

And here we come to the great question, the question so
often and so well treated, but not as yet, perhaps, exhausted,
the question between the two methods of analysis and syn-
thesis; the latter, the primitive method, the method of crea-
tion; the other, the method of the second period, the scien-
tific method. It science desired to proceed according to the
method of creation, if it sought to take facts in the order ac-
cording to which they reproduce each other, it would run a
great lisk, to say the least, of missing the full, pure source of
things, of not embracing the whole broad principle, of arriving
at only one of the causes whence effects have sprung; and thus
involved in a narrow, tortuous, fallacious path, it would wander
more and more remote from the right direction; and instead
of arriving at the veritable creation, instead of finding the
facts such as they really are, such as they really produce one
the other, it would give birth to mere valueless chimeras,
grand, indeed, in appearance, but in reality, notwithstanding
the amount of intellectual wealth expended in their pursuit!
utterly frivolous and of no account.
On the other hand, were science, in proceeding from with-
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iat tins is not the primitive productive method, that fhets
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It is highly important not to lose sight of this distinction
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anil its consequences; we shall meet with them again more
than once on our way.

In a former lecture, on seeking in the cradle of Eux-opean

civilization for its primitive and essential elements, I found,

on the one side, the Roman world, on the other, the barbarians.

In commencing, therefore, in any quarter of Europe, the

study of modern civilization, we must first investigate the

state of Roman society there, at the moment when the Roman
empire fell, that is to say, about the close of the fourth and

the opening of the fifth century. This investigation is pecu-

liarly necessary in the case of France. The whole of Gaul

was subject to the Empire, and its civilization, more espe-

cially in its southern portions, was thoroughly Roman. In

the histories of England and of Germany, Rome occupies a

less prominent position; the civilization of these countries, in

its origin, was not Roman, but Germanic; it was not until a

later period of their career that they really underwent the

influence of the laws, the ideas, the traditions of Rome. The

case with our civilization was different; it was Roman from

its very outset. It is characterised, moreover, by this pecu-

liar feature, that it drew nourishment from both the sources

of general European civilization. Gaul was situated upon the

limits of the Roman world and of the Germanic world. The
south of Gaul was essentially Roman, the north essentially Ger-

manic. Germanic manners, institutions, influences, prevailed

in the north of Gaul; Roman manners, institutions, influences,

in the south. And here we already recognise that distinctive

character of French civilization, which 1 endeavoured to de-

monstrate in my first lecture, namely, that it is the most

complete, the most faithful image of European civilization in

the aggregate. The civilization of England and of Germany

is especially Germanic; that of Spain and Italy especially

Roman; that of France is the only one which participates

almost equally of the two origins, which has reproduced, from

its outset, the complexity, the variety of the elements of

modern society.

The social state of Gaul, then, towards the end of the

fourth and the commencement of the fifth century, is the

first object of our studies. Before entering upon it, I will

mention what are the great original monuments, and what

the principal modern works on the subject which I would

advise you to consult.
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Of the original monuments, the most important, beyond all

doubt, is the Theodosian code. Montesquieu, though he does

not exactly say so, is evidently 1 of opinion that this code consti-

tuted, in the fifth century, the whole Roman law, the entire

body of Roman legislation. It constitutes nothing of the

sort. The Theodosian code is a collection of the constitutions

of the emperors, from Constantine to Theodosius the younger,

and was published by the latter in 438. Independently of

these constitutions, the ancient Senates Consulta, the ancient

Plebiseita, the law of the Twelve Tables, the Pretorian Edicts,

and the opinions of the jurisconsults, constituted a part of

the Roman law. Just previously, by a decree of Valen-
tinian III. in 426, the opinions of five of the great lawyers,

Papinian, Ulpian, Paul, Gaius, and Modestinus, had expressly
been invested with the force of law. It were, however,
quite accurate- to say that, in a practical point of view, the
Theodosian code was the most important law book of the
Empire; it is, moreover, the literary monument which dif-

fuses the greatest light over this period. 2

The second original document to which I would invite vour
attention, is the JYotitia Imperii Romani, that genuine impe-
rial almanac of the fifth century, giving lists of all the func-
tionaries of the empire, and presenting a complete review of
the whole of its administration, of all the relations between
the government and its subjects. 3 The JYotitia has been
illustrated with the greatest learning by the jurisconsult Pan-
cirolus; I know of no work which contains so many remark-
able and curious facts as to the interior of Roman society.

I will refer you, for a third original source, to the great
collections of the acts of the councils. Of these there are
two; the collections of the councils held in Gaul, which were
published by Pere Sirmond,' with a supplementary volume
compiled by Lalande,5 and the general collection of councils,
compded by the Pere Labbe.6

' Esprit des Loix
, xxviii. chap. 4.

V°'S avcc ^’s Eommentaires tie J. Godefroy . Ritter, Leipsig,

» The best edition is that printed iu the 7th vol. of the Thesaurus An-
tiqiutatum Romnnarum of Grtovius.

1 Three vols. folio. Paris, 1020.
0 Eighteen vols. folio. Paris, 1072.

4 One vol. folio. Paris, 1001'.
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Of modern works connected with the subject, I will first

mention those French productions which I think you may
consult with great advantage.

1 . There is the Theorie dcs Lois politiques de la Monarchic
Frangaise, a work very little known, published at the com-
mencement of the revolution. 1 It was compiled by a woman.
Mademoiselle de Lezardiere, and consists of very little more
than original texts, legislative and historical, illustrating the
condition, the manners, the constitutions, of the Franks and
Gauls from the third to the ninth century; but these texts

are selected, arranged, and translated with a skill and exact-
ness rarely to be met with.

2. You will permit me to point out to you, in the second
place, the Essais sur VHisloire de France that I myself have
published, 2 inasmuch as in them I have more especially applied

myself to retracing, under its different aspects, the state of

society in Gaul, immediately before and immediately after

the fall of the Roman empire.

As to ecclesiastical history, Fleury’s appears to me the

best.

Those who are acquainted with the German, will do well

to read,

1. The History of the Roman Laic in the Middle Ages, by
M. de Savigny,3 a work the purpose of which is to show that

the Koman law has never perished in Europe, but is to

be met with throughout the period extending from the fifth

to the thirteenth centuries, in a multitude of institutions,

laws, and customs. The moral state of society is not always

accurately appreciated in this work, nor represented with

fidelity; but as to facts, its learning and critical acumen are

of a superior character.

2. The General History of the Christian Church, by M.
Henke;4 a work incompletely developed, and which leaves

much to be desired in reference to the knowledge and appre-

ciation of facts, but learned and judicious in the criticisms it

furnishes, and characterized by an independence of spirit too

seldom met with in works of this nature.

3. The Manual of Ecclesiastical History of M. Gieseler,

1 In 1792 ;
eight vols. 8vo. Paris. 2 One vol. 8vo. Paris.

3 Six vols. 8vo. * Six vols. 8vo. 4th ed. Brunswick, 1800.
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the latest and most complete, upon this subject, of those

learned summaries so extensively diffused in Germany, and

which serve as guides when we are desirous of entering upon

any particular study.

You have probably remarked that I point out here two

classes of works; the one relating to civil, the other to eccle-

siastical history. I do so for this reason; that at the period

we speak of, there existed in the Roman world two very

different societies—the civil society and the religious society.

They differed not only in their object, not only in that they

were governed by principles and by institutions entirely dissi-

milar, not only in that the one was old and the other young;
there existed between them a diversity far more profound,

far more important. The civil society, to all outward ap-

pearances, seemed Christian, equally with the religious so-

ciety. The great majority of the European kings and nations

had embraced Christianity; but, at bottom, the civil society

was pagan. Its institutions, its laws, its manners, were all

essentially pagan. It was entirely a society formed by
paganism; not at all a society formed by Christianity.

Christian civil society did not develop itself till a later

period, till after the invasion of the barbarians; it belongs,
in point of time, to modern history. In the fifth century,
whatever outward appearances may say to the contrary,
there existed between civil society and religious society
incoherence, contradiction, contest

; for they were essentially
different both in their origin and in their nature.

I would pray you never to lose sight of this diversity; it

is a diversity which alone enables us to comprehend the real
condition of the Roman world at this period.
What then was this civil society, nominally Christian, but

in reality the pagan?
Let us first consider it in its outward, most obvious aspect,m Sovornment, in its institutions, its administration.
The empire of the west was divided, in the fifth century,

into two prefectures, that of Gaul and that of Italy. The
prefecture ol Gaul comprised three dioceses—that of Gaul,
that of Spain, and that of Britain. At the head of the pre-
lecture was a pretorian-pref’ect; at the head of each diocese
a vice-prefect.

Ihe pretorian-prefect of Gaul resided at Treves. Gaul
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was divided into seventeen provinces, the affairs of each of

which were administered by a governor of its own, under the

general orders of the prefect. Of these provinces, six were

governed by consulates,' the other eleven by presidents.2

As to the mode of administration, there existed no impor-

tant distinction between these two classes of governors; they

exercised in reality the same power, differing only in rank

and title.

In Gaul, as elsewhere, the governors had two kinds of

functions:

1st. They were the emperor’s immediate representatives,

charged, throughout the whole extent of the Empire, with the

interests of the central government, with the collection of

taxes, with the management of the public domains, the

direction of the imperial posts, the levy and regulation of the

armies—in a word, with the fulfilment of all the relations be-

tween the emperor and his subjects.

2nd. They had the administration of justice between the

subjects themselves. The whole civil and criminal jurisdic-

tion was in their hands, with two exceptions. Certain towns

of Gaul possessed what was called jus Italicum—the Italian

law. In the municipia of Italy, the right of administering

justice to the citizens, at least in civil matters and in the

first instance, appertained to certain municipal magistrates,

Duumviri, Quatuorviri, Quitiquenvales, JEdiles, Prcetores, &c.

It has been often stated that the case was the same out of

Italy, in all the provinces as a rule, but this is a mistake: it

was only in a limited number of these towns assimilated to

the Italian municipia, that the municipal magistrates exer-

cised any real jurisdiction; and this in every instance subject

to an appeal to the governor.

There was also, subsequent to the middle of the fourth

century, in almost all the towns, a special magistrate, called

defensor, elected not merely by the curia or municipal body,

but by the population at large, whose duty it was to defend

i Viennensis, Lugduneusis 1““; Germania Superior, Germania Inferior,

Belgica lma and 2“'u .

- Aipes Maritimoe, Alpes PennintE, Sequanensis l ma ;
Aquitanica l nm

and 2nd" ;
Novempopulouia, Narboncnsis l m* and 2 n,1“; Lugduuensis 2 nl1 *

and 0m“
;
Lugdunensis Senonensis.
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the interests of the people, even against the governor himself,

if need were. The defensor exercised in such matters the

jurisdiction in the first instance; he also acted as judge in

that class of cases, which we now term police cases.

With these two exceptions, the governors alone adjudi-

cated all suits; and there was no appeal from them except

direct to the emperor.

This jurisdiction of theirs was exercised in the following

manner:—In the first ages of the Empire, conformably with

ancient custom, he to whom the jurisdiction appertained,

praetor, provincial governor, or municipal magistrate, on a

case being submitted to him, merely determined the rule of

law, the legal principle according to which it ought to be
adjudged. He decided, that is to say, the question of law
involved in the case, and then appointed a private citizen,

called the judex, the veritable juror, to examine and decide

upon the question of fact. The legal principle laid down by
the magistrate was applied to the fact found by the judex,

and so the case was determined.

By degrees, in proportion as imperial despotism established

itself, and the ancient liberties of the people disappeared, the

intervention of the judex became less regular. The magi-
strates decided, without any reference to this officer, certain

matters which were called extraordinarice cognitiones. Dio-
cletian formally abolished the institution in the provinces; it

no longer appeared but as an exception; and Justinian testi-

fies, that in his time it had fallen completely into desuetude.
The entire jurisdiction in all cases then appertained to the
governors—agents and representatives of the emperor in all

things, and masters of the lives and fortunes of the citizens,
with no appeal from their judgments but to the emperor in
person.

In order to give you an idea of the extent of their power,
and ol the manner in which it was exercised, I have drawn
up from the Aotitia Imperii Romani—a list of the officers
ot a provincial governor; a list exactly similar to that which
we might at the present day derive from the Almanack lloyal,
of the official establishment of a government office, or a pre-
fecture. I hey are the officers of the pretorian prefect whom
I am about to introduce to you, but the governors subordinate
to the pretorian prefect, the cotisnlares

,
corrcctores, pree-
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sides, exercised, under his superintendence, the same powers
with himself; and their establishments were almost entirely
the same as liis, only on a smaller scale.

The principal officers of a praetorian prefect were:
1. Princeps, or primiscrinius officii. He cited before

the tribunal of the prefect those who had business there: he
drew up the judgments: it was upon his order that accused
persons were taken into custody. His principal business,

however, was the collection of taxes. He enjoyed various
privileges.

2. Cornicularius.—He made public the ordinances, edicts,

and judgments of the governor. His post was one of very
great antiquity; the tribunes of the people had their cornicu-

larius, (Yal. Maximus, I., vi. c. 11.) He was so entitled

because he carried with him, as a distinctive badge, a horn,

of which he made use, in all probability, to impose silence on
the crowd when he was about to perform his official duty.

The prceco, or herald, was under his direction, and he had a

large establishment of clerks. His period of office was only

a year. He was a species of recorder.

3. Adjutor, a supplementary officer, whose services appear

to have been due to all the other functionaries, when re-

quired; his specific business was to arrest accused persons, to

superintend the infliction of the torture, &c. He had an office

of his own.

4. Commentariensis, the director of prisons, an officer

higher in rank than our gaolers, but having the same func-

tions; he had the internal regulation of the prisons, conducted

the prisoners before the tribunals, furnished them with pro-

visions when they were destitute, had the torture administered

to them, 8tc.

5. Actuarii vel ab actis.—These officers drew up contracts

for the citizens, and all such deeds as the law required to bear

a legal character, such as wills, grants, &c. They were the pre-

decessors of our notaries. As the actuarii attached to the

office of the pretorian prefect or of the prases, could not be

everywhere, the decemvirs and other municipal magistrates

were authorised to act as their deputies.

6. Numerarii.—These were the keepers of the accounts.

The ordinary governors had two, called tabularii

;

the prae-

torian prefects four:— 1. The Nuinerarius Bonorum, who
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kept an account of the funds appertaining to the exchequer,
the revenues of which went to the comes rerum privatarum;
2. The nutnerarius tributorum

, who was intrusted with
the accounts ot the public revenues, which went to the
ccrarium

, and to the account of the sacred donatives; 3. The
numerarius auri, who received the gold drawn from the
provinces, had the silver money he received changed into
gold,, and kept the accounts of the gold mines within his
district; 4. lhe numerarius operum publicorutn , who kept
the accounts ot the various public works, such as forts, walls,
aqueducts, baths, &c., all of which were maintained by a third
ot the revenues of the cities, and by a land tax levied on and
according to occasion. I hese numerarii had under their
orders a large body of clerks.

7. Sub-adjuva; an assistant to the adjutor.
8. ( urator epistolarum.—This was the secretary who had

charge of the correspondence; he had a number of subor-
dinates, called episto/ares.

9. Regerendarius.—The officer charged to transmit to the
prefect the petitions ot the subject, and to write the answers.

10. Exceptores.— They wrote out all the documents re-
lating to the judgments given by the prefects, and read them
before his tribunal; they were under the direction of a primi-
cerii/s. I hey may be assimilated to our registrars.

11. Singularii, or Singulares
, Ducenarii, Centcnarii, fyc .

—

Officers commanding a sort of military police attached to the
service ot the provincial governors. The singulares attended
these lunctionaries as a guard, executed their orders in the
p o\ ince,

^

arrested accused parties, and conducted them to
prison. They acted as collectors of the taxes; the office of
the ducenarii, (captains of two hundred men, or cohortales,)
ot the centcnarii, the sexagenarii, was the same.

. I nmilipus.—The chief officer of these cohortalcs; it

nmmc‘
1S l3PeL

'ia^ charge to superintend the distribution of

Jmrl .

1M°ns 0 * 1(

?
s°ldiers, in the name of the pretorian prefect,and to inspect the provisions previous to delivery.

“
? VT,*

at 0n^r ^ie more prominent employments
.

& ° 'Cre
’ an<^ ^at these officers must have had a

&
- f ^v°c

K1S l
?
n^er their direction. In the offices of the

pue or o nca, there were 398 persons employed, in those
o le coun of the Last, 600. Independently of their number,
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you perceive, from the nature of their functions, that the
jurisdiction of the provincial governors comprehended all
things, all classes, that the whole society had to do with them,
and they with the whole of society.

1 will now direct your attention, for a moment, to the
salaries which these officers received; you mav derive from
this information some rather curious illustrations of the social
state of the period.

Under Alexander Severus, according to a passage in his
biographer Lampridius, 1 the governors of a province received
twenty pounds of silver and one hundred pieces of gold, 2 six
pitchers (pliialas) of wine, two mules, and two horses, two
state suits, (vestes forscnes), and one ordinary suit (vestes
domesticas), a bathing tub, a cook, a muleteer, and, lastly, (I
have to solicit your pardon for this detail, but it is too charac-
teristic to be omitted,) when they were not married, a con-
cubine, quod sine his esse non possent, says the text. When
they quitted office, they were obliged to return the mules, the
horses, the muleteer, and the cook. If the emperor was
satisfied with their administration, they were allowed to retain

the other gifts lie had bestowed upon them; if he was dissatis-

fied, they were compelled to give him four times the value of
what they had received. Under Constantine, the part pay-
ment in goods still subsisted; we find the governors of two
great provinces, Asiaiut and Pontus, receiving an allowance
of oil for four lamps. It was not until the reign of Theo-
dosius II., in the first half of the fifth century, that this mode
of paying the governors was altogether discontinued. The
subordinate employes

,
however, continued, down to the time

of Justinian, to receive in the eastern empire a portion of

their salaries in provisions and other goods. I dwell upon
this circumstance because it furnishes a striking idea of the

inactive state of commercial relations, and of the imperfect
circulating medium of the Empire.
The facts I have stated, which are perfectly clear, make

equally evident the nature of the government under our con-

sideration ; an utter absence of independence on the part of

the various functionaries; all of them subordinate one to the

other, up to the emperor, who absolutely disposes and decides

1 Chap. xlii. 2 About 100/.
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the fate of them all. No appeal for the subject from the

functionary, but to the emperor; nothing like co-ordinate

co-equal powers, destined to control and limit one another, is

to he met with. All proceeds straight upwards or down-
wards, on the principle of a sole, strict hierarchy. It is a

pure, unmitigated, administrative despotism.

Do not, however, conclude from what I have stated, that

this system of government, this administrative machinery, was
instituted for the sole behoof of absolute power, that it never

aimed at or produced any other effect than that of promoting
the views of despotism. In order to appreciate the matter

fairly, we must present to our minds a just idea of the state

of the provinces, and more especially of Gaul, at the moment
preceding that when the empire took the place of the republic.

There were two powers in authority, that of the Roman pro-

consul, sent to administer, for a temporary period, such or such
a province, and that of the old national chiefs, the governors
whom the country obeyed before it passed under the Roman
yoke. These two powers were, upon the whole, more iniqui-

tous, in my opinion, and more noxious in their operation,

than the imperial administration which superseded them. I
can conceive no affliction more fearful for a province than the
government of a Roman proconsul, a greedy tyrant, coming
there for a greater or less period, in the sole view of making
his fortune, and giving unchecked way for a time to all the
impulses of grasping self-interest, to all the caprices of abso-
lute power. I do not mean to say that these proconsuls were
every one a Yerres or qPiso, but the great crimes of a period
enable us in their history to estimate the measure of iniquity
ni that period; and if it required a Verres to arouse the in-
dignation of Rome, we may fairly judge how far a proconsul
might go, so that he kept within the limits outstepped by the
more daring monster denounced by Cicero. As to the ancient
cliiels of the country, theirs was, I have no doubt, a govern-
ment altogether irregular, oppressive, barbarous. The civili-
zation of Gaul, when it was conquered by the Romans, was
very interior to that of Rome: the two powers which held
sway there were, on the one hand, that of the priests, the
Druids; on the other, that of the chiefs, whom we may assi-
milate with the more modern chiefs of elans. The ancient
social organization of the country part of Gaul, had, in point
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of fact, a close resemblance to that of Ireland or of the High-
lands of Scotland in later times; the population clustered
round the more considerable personages, round the great landed
proprietors: Vercingetorix, for example, was probably a chief
of this description, the leader of a multitude of peasantry and
of petty landholders connected by personal considerations with
his domains, with his family, with his interests. This system
may doubtless give birth to lofty and honourable senti-
ments, it may inspire those who live under it with powerfully
marked habits and associations, with strong mutual attach-
ments; but it is, on the whole, far from favourable to the
progress of civilization. There is nothing regular, nothing
comprehensive in it; the ruder passions have full and unchecked
sway; private warfare is incessant; manners make no advance;
the decision of all questions is entirely a matter of individual
or local interest; every feature in the system is an obstacle

to the increase of prosperity, to the extension of ideas, to the
rich and rapid development of man and of society. When
therefore the imperial administration came into operation in

Gaul, however bitter may have been the resentment and
regret which naturally filled patriotic minds, we can entertain

no doubt that it was more enlightened, more impartial, more
guided by general views and by considerations of really public

interests, than the old national government had been. It was
neither mixed up with jealousies of family, city, or tribe, nor
fettered to savage and stagnant ideas and manners by preju-

dices of religion or birth. On the other hand, the new
governors, invested with more permanent functions, con-

trolled, up to a certain point, by the imperial authority, were
less grasping, less violent, less oppressive than the proconsuls

of the senate had been. We accordingly observe with the

progress of the first, second, and even the third centuries, a pro-

gress in the prosperity and civilization of Gaul. The towns
grew rich, and extended themselves; the freemen became
more and more numerous. It had been, amongst the ancient

Gauls, a custom, or rather a necessity, for the individual free-

men to place themselves under the protection of some great

man, to enrol themselves under the banner of a patron, as

the only mode of effecting security for themselves. This cus-

tom, without entirely disappearing, abated in the first ages of

imperial administration; the freemen assumed a more inde-
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pendent existence, which proves that their existence was better

secured by the general operation of the laws, by the public

power. There was greater equality introduced among the
various classes, none of whom were now arbitrarily excluded
from the attainment of fortune and power. Manners were
softened, ideas expanded, the country became covered with
roads and buildings. Everything indicated a society in course
of development, a civilization in progress.

But the benefits of despotism are shortlived; it poisons
the very springs which it lays open. If it display a merit,
it is an exceptional one; if a virtue, it is created of circum-
stances; and once this better hour has passed away, all the
vices of its nature break forth with redoubled violence, and
weigh down society in every direction.

In proportion as the Empire, or more properly speaking, the
power of the emperor, grew weaker, in proportion as it found
itself a prey to external and internal dangers, its wants grew
greater and more urgent; it required more money, more men,
more means of action of every description; it demanded more
and more at the hands of the subject nations, and at the same
time did less and less for them in return. The larger reinforce-
ments of troops were sent to the frontiers to resist the bar-
barians, the fewer of course remained to maintain order in the
interior. The more money there was spent at Constantinople
or at Borne to purchase the services of auxiliaries, or to
bribe dangerous courtiers, the less had the emperor to expend
upon the due administration of the provinces. Despotism
thus found itself at once more exacting and more feeble,
necessitated to take more from the people, and incapable of
protecting for them the little it left them. This double
evil had fully developed itself at the close of the fourth cen-
ury. ot only at this epoch had all social progress ceased,
but a retrograde movement was sensibly felt; the empire was
invaded in every direction, and its interior swept and devas-
tated by bodies of barbarians; the population fell off, more
especially in the provinces; in the towns, all public worksweie put a stop to, all embellishments suspended; the freemen once more went in crowds to solicit the protection of
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most vivid and most interesting picture that we have of the
period. In a word, in every direction we see manifesting
themselves unequivocal symptoms of the decline of the

government, of the desolation of the land.

At length the evil grew so great, that the Roman empire
found itself unable to go on; it began by recalling its

troops; it said to the provinces, to Britain, to Gaid: “ I can no
longer defend you: you must take care of yourselves.” Ere
long it ceased to govern them, as it had ceased to protect

them: its administrative officers withdrew as its armies had
done. This was the fact which was accomplished in the

middle of the fifth century. The Roman empire fell back
in every direction, and abandoned, either to the barbarians or

to themselves, the provinces which it had taken so much
pains to conquer.

What, more especially in Gaul, was the society thus left to

itself, thus compelled to provide for itself ? How was it con-

stituted? What means, what strength had it with which to

protect itself ?

Four classes of persons, four different social conditions,

existed at this period in Gaul. 1. The senators; 2. the

auriales

;

3. the people, properly so called; 4. the slaves.

The distinct existence of the senatorial families is attested

by all the monuments of the period. We meet with the

designation at every step, in the legislative documents, and in

the historians. Did it indicatefamilies whose members belonged

or had belonged to the Roman senate, or did it merely refer to

the municipal senators of the Gaulish towns? This is a legiti-

mate question, since the senate of each town, the municipal

body known under the name of curia, often also called itself

senate.

There can be little doubt, I think, that it meant families

which had belonged to the Roman senate. The emperors,

who filled up that senate just as they pleased, used to recruit

it from the provinces with members of the most distinguished

families in the principal cities. Those who had occupied high

local offices, who had acted, for instance, as provincial gover-

nors, were entitled to expect a seat in the Roman senate; at

a later period, the same favour was granted to persons who

had been nominated to certain honorary charges; and ulti-

mately the possession of a mere title, that of clarissimus,
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which was conferred in the same way that the title of baron

or count is now, was sufficient to give its holder a seat in the

senate.

This quality gave certain privileges which raised the

senators to a position superior to that of the other citizens.

1, the title itself; 2, the right to be tried by a special tribu-

nal: when a senator had to be tried for a capital offence, the

magistrate was obliged to asssociate with himself five asses-

sors drawn by lot; 3, exemption from torture; 4, exemption
from filling municipal offices, which at this time had become
a very serious burden.

Such was the condition of the senatorial families. It were,
perhaps, extravagant to say that they formed a class of

citizens essentially distinct from the rest, for the senators

were taken from all classes of the population; we find even
freedmen among them—and the emperor could at any time
deprive them, or any of them, of the privileges he had con-
ferred. But, at the same time, as these privileges were real

and substantial, and, moreover, hereditary, at least in reference
to children born after the elevation of the father to the
senatorial dignity, we may fairly point to them as creating an
essential distinction in social relations, as manifesting the
principle, or at all events, the very decided appearance of a
political aristocracy.

The second class of citizens was that of the curialcs or
decuriones, men of easy circumstances, members, not of the
Homan senate, but of the curia or municipal body of their
own city. I have in my l^ssai sur 1'Histoire de France drawn
up a summary ol laws and facts relative to the curiales; and in
order to give an exact' picture of their condition, I will, with
your permission, introduce this summary here:

The class of curiales comprised all such inhabitants of
towns, whether natives

(municipes) or settlers
(incola;) as

possessed landed property to the extent of not less than
twenty-five acres (Jugera), and were not included in any
way among the privileged persons exempt from curial
functions.

1 ersons belonged to this class either by origin or by nomi-
nation.

J ° J

I .very son of a curialis was himself a curialis, and bound
to lullil all the duties inherent in that quality.
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Every inhabitant of a town, trader or otherwise, who
acquired landed property to the extent of twenty-five acres

and upwards, was liable to be claimed by the curia
, and

could not refuse to join it.

No curialis was allowed by any personal and voluntary act

to relinquish his condition. They were prohibited from

living in the country, from entering the army, from accepting

offices which would relieve them from municipal functions,

until they had exercised all these functions, from that of

simple member of the curia up to that of first magistrate of

the city. Then, and not till then, were they permitted to

become soldiers, public functionaries, and senators. The
children born to them before their elevation remained in the

class of curiales.

They were not allowed to become priests unless they

transferred their property to some one who was willing to

become a curialis in their place, or to the curia itself.

The curiales were constantly endeavouring to relinquish

their condition, and we accordingly find a multitude of laws

prescribing the rigorous pursuit of all such as had fled, or

surreptitiously entered the army, or the order of priests,

or the senate, or into public functions, and ordering them,

when discovered, to be compelled to return to their curia.

The functions and duties of the curiales thus forcibly con-

fined within their curia, were as follow:

—

1. To administer the affairs of the municipium, its revenue

and its expenditure, either deliberatively as a private member

of the curia, or executively as a municipal magistrate. In

this double situation, the curiales were not only responsible

for their own individual conduct, but they were called upon

to provide for the wants of the town out of their own means,

if the civic revenue was insufficient.

2. To collect the public taxes. Here also they were them-

selves responsible if they failed to levy the full amount

imposed. Any lands subject to the land-tax which were

abandoned by their possessors reverted to the curia, who

were bound to pay the tax in respect of them, until some one

was found who was willing to take the land and its liabilities

upon himself. If no such person appeared, the tax continued

to be made up amongst the other proprietors.

3. No curialis could sell, without the permission of the
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provincial governor, the property in respect of which he was
a curialis.

4. Heirs of curiales, not themselves members of the curia,

and the widow or inheriting daughter of a curialis who
married a man not a curialis, were obliged to resign a fourth
of their property to the curia.

0. Curiales without children could only dispose by will of
a fourth of their property. The other three-fourths went to

the curia.

6. They were not allowed to absent themselves from the
municipium, even for a limited time, without the permission
of the provincial governor.

7. If they quitted their curia without such permission, and
could not, after a certain interval, be found, their property
was confiscated for the benefit of the curia.

8. The burden of the impost designated Aurum Corona -

riurn, which was a tribute paid to the prince on certain
solemn occasions, fell solely upon the curiales.

By way of compensating the curiales for these heavy in-
cumbrances, they were:

—

1 . Exempt from the torture, except in very grave cases.
2. Exempt from certain corporeal and ignominious punish-

ments, which were reserved for the lower classes.

3. After having gone through the whole series of munici-
pal offices, those who had managed to escape the ruinous risks
which had presented themselves at every stage of their pro-
gress, were exempt from serving any municipal office for the
future, enjoyed certain honours, and not unfrequently re-
ceived the title of comes.

4. Decayed decuriones were maintained at the expense of
the town.

I need not point out to you how hard and oppressive this
condition was—into what a state it necessarily tended to re-
uce tic burgher class in all the towns. We accordingly

find every indication that this class became, day after day,
less numerous. There are no documents from which we can
form any satisfactory idea of the number of curiales. A list of
the members of each curia, album curia,

, was, indeed, drawn
up every year; but these lists have disappeared. M. de
> avigny cites one, after Fabretti, the album of Canusium,
(Canosa,) a small town of Italy. It is for the year 223, and

x 2



308 HISTORY OF

sets down the number of the curiales of that town at a hundred
and forty-eight. Judging from their extent and comparative

importance, the larger towns of Gaul, Arles, Narbonne,
Toulouse, Lyons, Nismes, had far more than this number.

There can be no doubt, indeed, that such was the case in the

earlier periods; but as I have said, the curiales became con-

stantly fewer and fewer, and at the epoch on which we are

now engaged, there were scarcely more than a hundred of

them in the very largest cities.

The third class of the Gaulish community consisted of the

people, especially so called,—the picks. This class compre-

hended, on the one hand, the petty landholders, whose pro-

perty was not sufficient to qualify them for the curia; on the

other, the small tradespeople and the free artisans. I have

no observations to make with reference to the petty land-

holders in this class; they were probably very few in number;

but with reference to the free artisans, it is necessary to

enter into some explanations.

You are all aware that under the republic and in the earlier

years of the empire, operative industry was a domestic pro-

fession, carried on by the slaves for the benefit of their mas-

ters. Every proprietor of slaves had whatever mechanical

production he required manufactured in his pwn house; he

had slave-blacksmiths, slave-shoemakers, slave-carpenters,

slave-ironworkers, &c. And he not only employed them in

making things for himself, but he sold the products of their

industry to freemen, his clients and others, who had no slaves

of their own.

By one of those revolutions which work on slowly and un-

seen until they become accomplished and manifest at a parti-

cular epoch, whose course we have not followed, and whose

origin we never trace back, it happened that industry threw off

the domestic menial character it had so long worn, and that

instead of slave artisans, the world saw free artisans, who

worked, not for a master, but for the public, and for their

own profit and benefit. This was an immense change in

the state of society, a change pregnant with incalculable re-

sults. When and how it was operated in the Roman world,

I know not, nor has any one else, I believe, identified its pre-

cise date; but at the period we are now considering, at the

commencement of the fifth century, it was in full action; there
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were in all the large towns of Gaul a numerous class of free

artisans, already erected into corporations, into bodies formally

represented by some of their own members. The majority of

these trade-corporations, the origin ofwhich is usually assigned

to the middle ages, may readily be traced back, more espe-

cially in the south of Gaul and in Italy, to the Roman world.

Ever since the fifth century, we come upon indications of

them, more or less direct, at every epoch of history; already,

at that period, they constituted in many towns one of the

principal, one of the most important portions of the popular

community.
The fourth class was that of slaves; of these there were

two kinds. We are too much in the habit of attaching to the

word slave, one bare single idea,—of connecting with the term
one sole condition; this is an entire misconception. We must
carefully distinguish, at the period now under our considera-

tion, between the domestic slaves and the predial or rural

slaves. As to the former, their condition was everywhere
very nearly the same; but as to those who cultivated the soil,

we find them designated by a multitude of different names.
coloni, inquilini, rustici

,
agricolce, aratores, tributarii, origin-

arii, adscriptitii, each name, well nigh, indicating a difference

of condition. Some were domestic slaves, sent to a man’s
country estate, to labour in the fields there, instead of work-
ing indoors, at his town-house. Others were regular serfs of
the soil, who could not be sold except with the domain itself;

others were farmers, who cultivated the ground, in considera-
tion of receiving half the produce; others, farmers of a higher
class, who paid a regular money rent; others, a sort of com-
paratively tree labourers, farm-servants, who worked for
wages.

.

Sometimes, moreover, these very different conditions
seem mixed up together under the general denomination of
co/owi, sometimes they are designated under various names.

Thus, judging from appearances, and from existing terms,
a political nobility, an upper burgher class or municipal
nobility,, the people especially so called, domestic or rural
slaves, m their different conditions, constituted Gaulish so-
ciet)

, constituted the strength which subsisted in Gaul, after
the withdrawal of Rome.

But what is the real value to be attached to these appear-
ances? What was the real strength of this strength? What
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living and powerful society could the concurrences of these
various classes form?
We are in the habit of giving to every privileged class the

name of aristocracy. I do not conceive that this name pro-
perly appertains to the senatorial families of which I have
just spoken. It was an hierarchical collection of function-
aries, but not an aristocracy. Neither privilege, nor wealth,
nor even with these the possession of power, are sufficient to
constitute an aristocracy. Permit me to call your attention
for a moment, to the true meaning of this term; I shall not go
far in search of it; I will consult, for the history of the word,
the language whence we have derived it.

In the more ancient Greek authors, the word apeiaiy, apter-

toc, generally means the strongest, the person possessing the
superiority in personal, physical, material strength. We find

the term thus employed in Homer, Hesiod, and even in some
of the choruses of Sophocles; it came, perhaps, from the word
which designated the God Mars, the God of Strength, Apijs.

As we advance in the progress of Greek civilization, as we
approach the period when social development gave effect to

other causes of superiority than physical force, the word
aptoroe designates the great, powerful, the most considerable,

the most wealthy; it is the title assigned to the principal

citizens, whatever the sources of their power and influence.

Going a little further, we come to the philosophers, to the

men whose work it was to elevate and purify ideas; with them
the word aptoroe is often used to convey a meaning of a far

more moral character; it indicates the best, the most virtuous,

the most able man; intellectual superiority. In the eyes of

these definers, the aristocratic government was the govern-

ment of the best, that is to say, the ideal of governments.
Thus, then, physical force, social preponderance, moral

superiority—thus, so to speak, and judging from the vicissi-

tudes in the meanings of the words, thus have these been the

gradations of aristocracy, the various states through ivhich it

has had to pass.

And, indeed, for an aristocracy to be real, for it to merit

its name, it must possess, and possess of itself, one or the

other of these characteristics; it must have either a force of its

own, a force which it borrows from no one, and which none

can wrest from it, or a force admitted, proclaimed by the

men over whom it exercises this force. It must have either



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 311

independence or popularity. It must either have power, in

its mere personal right, as was the case with the feudal aris-

tocracy, or it must receive power by national and free elec-

tion, as is the case in representative governments. Nothing
resembling either of these characteristics is to be met with

in the senatorial aristocracy of Gaul; it possessed neither

independence nor popularity. Power, wealth, privilege, all it

had and exercised, was borrowed and precarious. Un-
doubtedly the senatorial families occupied a position in society

and in the eyes of the people, for they were rich, and had filled

public offices; but they were incapable of any great elfort,

incapable of carrying the people with them, or using them
either to defend or to govern the country.

Let us now turn to the second class, the curiales, and
examine what the real extent of their strength was. Judging
from appearances, these had something beyond what the
preceding class possessed; among them, the presence of prin-
ciples of liberty is evident. I have already endeavoured to

explain these in the following manner, in my Rssai stir le

regime Municipal Romain au V. Siecle:

1. Every inhabitant of a town, possessor of a fortune suffi-

cient to secure his independence and the development of his

understanding, is a curialis, and as such called upon to take
part in the administration of civic affairs.

The right of curialship, then, is attached to the presumed
capacity of filling it, and not to any privilege of birth, and with-
out any limit as to numbers; and this right is not a mere right
of election, but a right to deliberate upon and to participate
directly in the administration of affairs, a right to discuss
matters and interests, the comprehension of which, and the
ability to discuss which, it may reasonably be supposed that
all persons above the very lowest in the scale of existence
possess. The curia is not a limited and select town council,
but an assembly of all such inhabitants as come within the
curial qualification.

2. An assembly cannot act administratively; there must
je magistrates to do this. Such magistrates are all elected
>y the curia, for a very limited period, and are responsible
w ith tlieir fortunes for the integrity of their administration.

d. In great emergencies, when the fate of a city is in
question, or when it is proposed to elect a magistrate invested
witli uncertain and more arbitrary powers, the curia itself
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does not suffice; the whole population is summoned to concur
in these solemn acts.

Who, at the aspect of such rights existing, would not
imagine he recognised a petty republic, in which the municipal
life and the political life were mixed up and confounded to-

gether, in which democracy of the most unequivocal description

prevailed? Who would imagine, for one instant, that a town
so governed formed part of a great empire, and was connected
by strict and necessary bonds with a distant and sovereign
central power? Who would not expect to find here all the

impulsive manifestations of liberty, all the agitation, all the

faction and cabal, all the violence, all the disorder, which inva-

riably characterize small societies, inclosed and self-governed

within their own walls?

Nothing of the sort was the fact; all these apparent prin-

ciples were without life, and there were others existent,

which absolutely precluded their reanimation.

1. Such are the effects, such the exigences of the. central

despotism, that the quality of curialis becomes not a right

recognised in all those who are capable of exercising it, but

a burden imposed upon all who are capable of bearing it.

On the one hand, the central government has relieved itself

of the duty of providing for any branch of the public service

in which it is not immediately interested, throwing this

duty upon the class of citizens in question; on the other

hand, it employs this class of citizens in collecting the taxes

which it imposes on its own peculiar account, and makes
them responsible for the full amount. It ruins the curiales,

in order to pay its functionaries and its soldiers; it grants

its functionaries and its soldiers all sorts of practical advan-

tages and privileges, as inducements to them to aid it iu pre-

venting the curiales from saving themselves from ruin. Com-
pletely null as citizens, the curiales only live to be stripped

of all they gain as men of labour and industry.

2. The magistrates elected by the curia: are, in point of

fact, merely the imperial agents of despotism, for whose

benefit they despoil their fellow-citizens, until some opportu-

nity or other occurs to them of getting rid of this hard obli-

gation.

3. Their election itself is valueless, for the imperial repre-

sentative in the province may annul it; a favour which they
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have the greatest desire to obtain at his hands; another cir-

cumstance putting them more firmly in his power.
1 heir authority is not real, lor they cannot enforce it.

No effective jurisdiction is placed in their hands; they take
no stop which may not be annulled. Nay, more: despotism,
perceiving more and more clearly their ill-will to the task, or
their inability to execute it, encroaches more and more, by itself
or its immediate representatives, into the sphere of their
functions, ihe business of the curia gradually disappears
with its powers, and a day will come when the municipal
system may be abolished at a single blow, in the still subsist-
ing empire, “ because,” as the legislator will say, “ all these
laws wander, as it were, vainly and without object around
the legal soil.” 1

Thus, then, it is seen, force, real life, were equally wanting
to the curiales, as to the senatorial families; equally with the
senatorial families, they were incapable of defending or
of governing the society.

As to the people, I need not dwell upon their situation; it
is obvious that they were in no condition to save and regene-
rate the Roman world. Yet we must not think them alto-
gether so powerless, so utterly null, as is ordinarily supposed,
l hey were tolerably numerous, more especially in the south
ot C-raul, both from the development of industrial activity
during the three first ages of Christianity, and from the cir-
cumstance of a portion of the rural population taking refuse
in the towns from the devastation of the barbarians. Besides,
with the progress of disorder in the higher ranks, the popular
influence had a tendency to increase. In times of regularity,
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for themselves ; how, then, could they do anything for

society? It was, moreover, the coloni who underwent well

nigh all the disasters of invasion; it was they whom the bar-

barians pillaged, hunted, carried away captive, pell-mell with

their cattle. I may remark, however, incidentally, that under

the Empire the condition of the slaves was greatly improved;

this is clear from its legislation.

Let us now collect all these scattered features of Gaulish

civil society in the fifth century, and form a collective idea,

as near the fact as we can, of its aggregate.

Its government was monarchical, even despotic; and yet

all the monarchical institutions and powers were falling, were
themselves abandoning their post. Its internal organization

seemed aristocratic; but it was an aristocracy without strength,

without coherence, incapable of playing a public part. A
democratic element, municipalities, free burghers, were still

visible; but democracy was as enervated, as powerless, as

aristocracy and monarchy. The whole of society was in a

state of dissolution, was dying.

And here we see the radical vice of the Roman society,

and of every society where slavery exists on a large scale,

where a few masters rule over whole herds of people. In all

countries, at all times, whatever the political system which

prevails, after an interval more or less long, by the sole effect

of the enjoyment of power, of wealth, of the intellectual de-

velopment, of the various social advantages they enjoy, the

higher classes wear themselves out, become enervated, unless

they are constantly excited by emulation, and refreshed by

the immigration of the classes who live and labour below

them. See what has taken place in modern Europe. There

has been in it a prodigious variety of social conditions, in-

finite gradations in wealth, liberty, enlightenment, influence,

civilization. And up all the steps of this long ladder, an

ascending movement has constantly impelled each class and

all classes, the one by the other, towards greater develop-

ment, to which none was allowed to remain a stranger.

Hence the fecundity, the immortality, so to speak, of modern

civilization, thus incessantly recruited and renewed.

Nothing at all resembling this existed in the Roman

society; there, men were divided off into two great classes,

separated from each other by an immense interval; there
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was no variety, no ascending movement, no genuine demo-
cracy; it was, as it were, a society of officers, who did not
know whence to recruit their numbers, and did not, in point
of fact, recruit them. There was, indeed, from the first to
the third century, as I have just now said, a progressive
movement on the part of the lower classes of the people; they
increased in liberty, in number, in activity. But the movement
was far too slow, far too limited, to enable the people by re-
integrating in time the superior classes, to save them from
their decline and fall.

Besides these, there became formed another society, young,
energetic, fruitful of results,—the ecclesiastical society, ft
was around this society that the people rallied; no powerful
bond united them to the senators, nor, perhaps, to the curiales;
they assembled, therefore, around the priests and bishops.
Alien to pagan civil society, whose chiefs created therein no
place for it, the mass of the population entered with ardour
into the Christian society, whose leaders opened their arms to
ib The senatorial and curial aristocracy was a mere
phantom; the clergy became the real aristocracy; there was
no Roman people; a Christian people arose. It is with them
we shall occupy ourselves in the next lecture.
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THIRD LECTURE.

01 *ject of tlie lecture—Variety of the principles and forms of religious society

in Europe— Classification of the different systems, ]. According to the

relations of the church in the state ; 2. According to the internal consti-

tution of the church—All these systems nssign their origin to the primi-

tive church—Critical examination of these pretensions—They have all

a certain degree of foundation—Fluctuation and complexity of the ex-

ternal situation and internal position of Christian society from the first

to the fifth century—Predominant tendencies—Prevalent facts of the

fifth century— Causes of liberty in the church at this period— The
election of bishops—Councils— Comparison of religious with civil

society—Of the chiefs of these two societies—Letters of Sidonius

Apollinnris.

The subject which is now about to occupy our attention, is

the state of religious society in the fifth century. I need not

remind you of the great part it has played in the history of

modern civilization; that is a fact perfectly well understood.

Nor is it in modern history that this fact first manifested

itself; the world has seen more than one striking example of

the power of the religious society, of its ideas, its institutions,

its government. But there is a fundamental difference to be

remarked. In Asia, in Africa, in antiquity, everywhere

before the organization of Europe, religious society presents

itself under a general and simple form; this is the clear pre-

valence of a system, the domination of a principle: sometimes

the society is subordinate; it is the temporal power which

exercises the spiritual functions and directs the worship, and

even the faith: sometimes it occupies the chief place; it is

the spiritual power which rules the civil order. In both the

one case and the other, the position and organization of the
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religious society are clear, simple, stable. In modern Europe,
on the contrary, it presents every possible variety of system;
we find in it every possible principle; it seems made up of
samples of all the forms under which it has appeared else-
where.

Let us endeavour, for the sake of greater perspicuity, to
disintricate and classify the different principles, the different
systems which have been, in various measure, adopted into
European religious society, the different constitutions it has
received.

Two great questions here present themselves: on the one
hand, the exterior situation of the religious society, its posi-
tion with reference to civil society, the relations, that is to
say, of church with state; and on the other, its interior or-
ganization, its internal government.
With both the one and the other of these questions, we

must connect the modifications of which religious society has
been the object in the particular respect.

I will first consider its external situation, its relations with
the state.

hour systems, essentially differing from one another, have
been maintained on this subject:

}• The state is subordinate to the church; in the moral
point of view, in the chronological order itself, the church pre-
cedes the state; the church is the first society, superior, eternal;
civil society is nothing more than the consequence, than an
application ol its principles; it is to the spiritual power that
sovereignty belongs of right; the temporal power should
merely act as its instrument.

2. L is not the state which is in the church, but the church
which is in the state: it is the state which rules the land,which makes war levies taxes, governs the external destiny

Cltlzens - It is for the state to give to the religious
soc ety the form and constitution which best accord with the
interests of general society. Whenever creeds cease to be

complin rCVer th6y Sive birth t0 associations, thesecome w thm the cognizance and authority of the temporalpower the only veritable power in a state.
1

'
' ,® Cbl'rcb 0l,Sht to be independent, unnoticed in the

state; the state has nothing to do with her; the temporal
powei oug i o take no cognizance of religious creeds; it
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should let them approximate or separate, let them go on and

govern themselves as they think best; it has no right, no

occasion, to interfere in their affairs.

4. The church and the state are distinct societies, it is

true; but they are at the same time close neighbours, and

are nearly interested in one another: let them live separate,

but not estranged; let them keep up an alliance on certain

conditions, each living to itself, but each making sacrifices

for the other, in case of need, each lending the other its

support.

In the internal organization of the religious society, the

diversity of principles and forms is even still greater.

And first, we see before us two leading systems: in the

one, power is concentrated in the hands of the clergy; the

priests alone form a constituted body; the ecclesiastical so-

ciety governs the religious society: in the other, the religious

society governs itself, or at least participates in the adminis-

tration of its affairs; the social organization comprehends the

body of the faithful, as well as the priests.

Government in the hands of the ecclesiastical society solely

may be constituted in various ways. 1. Under the form of

pure monarchy; there are several examples of this in the

history of the world. 2. Under the form of an aristocracy;

where the bishops, for instance, each in his own diocese,

or in a collective assembly, govern the church in their

own right, without the concurrence of the inferior clergy.

3. Under a democratic form, wdiere, for instance, the govern-

ment of the church belongs to the whole body of the clergy, to

assemblies of priests all equal among themselves.

In cases where the society governs itself, the diversity of

forms is equally great. 1. The body of the faithful, the

laity, sit with the priests in the assemblies charged with the

general government of the church. 2. There is no general

government of the church; each congregation forms a several

local, independent church, which governs itself; whose mem-

bers select their own spiritual chief, according to their parti-

cular views and purposes. 3. There is no distinct and per-

manent spiritual government at all; no clergy, no priests,

teaching, preaching, all the spiritual functions are exercised

by the body of the faithful themselves, according to circum-

stances, according to inspiration; there is constant change,

constant agitation.
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I might combine in an infinity of ways these various forms,

mixing their elements together in various proportions, and
thus create a host of other diversified forms, but with my
utmost ingenuity I could devise no combination which has
not already been exhibited to the world.

And not only have all these principles been professed, not

only have all these systems been maintained each as the only

true and legitimate system, but all of them have been brought
into practical operation, all of them have existed.

Every one knows that in the twelfth and thirteenth cen-
turies the spiritual power claimed as its right, sometimes the
direct exercise, sometimes the indirect nomination of the tem-
poral power. Every one sees that in England, where Parlia-
ment has disposed of the faith as of the crown of the country,
the church is subordinate to the state. What are popery,
Erastianism

,

1 episcopacy, presbyterianism, the independents,
the quakers, but applications of the doctrines I have pointed
out. All doctrines have become facts: there are examples of
all systems, and of all the so varied combinations of systems.
And not only have all systems been realised, but they have,
every one of them, set up a claim to historical as well as to
rational legitimacy; they have, every one of them, referred
their origin to the earliest age of the Christian church; they
have, every one of them, claimed ancient facts for their own,
as their own peculiar foundation and justification.

Nor are they wholly wrongs any of them; we find in the
first ages of the age, facts with which all of them are entitled
to claim a connexion. I do not mean to say that they are all
alike true, rationally, all alike authentic, historically, nor that
they all represent a series of different facts, through which
the church has necessarily passed. What I mean is simply,
that there is in each of these systems a greater or less pro-
portion of moral truth and of historical reality. They have
all played a part, have occupied a place, in the history of
modern religious history: they have all, in various measure,
contributed to the work of its formation.

I will % iew them successively in the first ages of the church;
we shall have no difficulty in tracing them there.

1 The system in which the church is governed by the state, so named
from l-.rastus, a C.ermau theologian and physician of the Kith century, who
first maintained this principle with any distinguished effect.
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Let us first consider the external situation of the church,

and its relations with civil society.

As to the system of a church, independent, unnoticed in

the state, existing and governing itself without the interven-

tion of the temporal power, this is evidently the primitive

situation of the Christian church. So long as it was con-

fined within a limited space, or disseminated only in small

and isolated congregations, the Roman government took no

notice of it, and allowed it to exist and regulate its affairs as

it thought proper.

This state of things terminated: the Roman empire took

cognizance of the Christian society; I do not refer to the

period when it took notice of it in the way of persecution, hut

to that when the Roman world became Christian, when

Christianity ascended the throne with Constantine. The

position of the church with reference to the state underwent

a great change at this epoch. It were incorrect to say that

it fell at this period under the government of the church,

that the system of its subordination to power then came into

operation. In general, the emperors did not pretend to regu-

late the faith; they took the doctrines of the church as they

found them. The majority of the questions which at a later

period excited the rivalship of the two powers had not as yet

arisen. Still, even at this period, we meet with a great

number of facts wherein the system of the sovereignty of the

state over the church might have sought, and has, indeed,

sought its origin. Towards the close of the third and the

commencement of the fourth century, for instance, the bishops

observed an extremely humble and submissive tone with the

emperors; they were incessantly exalting the imperial majesty.

Doubtless, had it attempted to assail the independence of

their faith, they would have defended themselves, as, in point

of fact, they often did defend themselves, with energy; but

they were greatly in need of the emperors’ protection so re-

cently extended to them. But just recognised and adopted

by the temporal power, they were anxious to treat it with the

utmost respect and consideration. Besides, they could do

nothing of themselves; the religious society, or rather its

o-overnment, had at this epoch no means of carrying its will

into execution; it had no institutions, no rules, no system; it

was constantly obliged to have recourse to the intervention of
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the civil government, the ancient and only organized authority.
'I his continual necessity for a foreign sanction, gave religious

society an air of subordination and dependence, more apparent
than real; at bottom, its independence and even its power were
considerable, but still, in almost all its affairs, in all matters
affecting the interest of the church, the emperor interfered; his
consent and approbation were invariably solicited. The
councils were generally assembled by his order; and not only
did he convene them, but he presided over them, either in
person or by deputy, and decided what subjects should be
discussed by them. Thus Constantine was present in person
at the council of Arles, in 314, and at the council of Nicea,
in 325, and, apparently at least, superintended the delibe-
rations. I say apparently; for the mere presence of the em-
peror at a council was a triumph for the church, a proof of
victory far more than ofsubjection. But however tliis may have
been, the forms, at all events, were those of respectful subor-
dination; the church availed herself of the power of the Em-
pire, covered herself with its majesty; and Erastianism, inde-
pendently of the national grounds upon which it proceeds, has
found, in the history of this epoch, facts which have served as
its justification.

As to the opposite system, the general and absolute sove-
reignty of the church, it is clear that it cannot be met with in
the cradle of a religious society; it necessarily belong to the
period of its greatest power, of its fullest development. Yet
one may already detect glimpses of it, and very distinct
glimpses, in the fifth century. The superiority of spiritual
over temporal interests, of the destiny of the believer as com-
pared with that of the mere citizen, the principle enunciated

by the
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the condition of an utter, of a ridiculous nonentity. The
spiritual power, on the contrary, grew stronger and stronger,

and penetrated more deeply and widely into civil society; the
church became more wealthy, her jurisdiction more extended;
she was visibly progressing towards domination. The com-
plete fall of the Empire in the west, and the rise of the bar-

barous monarchies, contributed greatly to the exaltation of
her pretensions and of her power. The church had long been
under the emperors, obscure, feeble, a mere child, so to speak;
she had thence acquired a sort of reserve in her intercourse

with them; a habit of respect for their ancient power, their

name; and it is quite possible that had the Empire continued

to exist, the church would never have completely emanci-

pated herself from this custom of her youth. What corrobo-

rates this supposition is the fact that such has been the case in

the eastern empire; that Empire lived on for twelve centu-

ries in a state of gradual decay; the imperial power became
little more than nominal. Yet the church there never attained,

never even sought to attain the sovereignty. The Greek
church remained, with the eastern emperors, in nearly the

same relation in which the Romish church stood with the

Roman emperors. In the west, the Empire fell; kings covered

with furs took the place of princes clothed in purple; the

church yielded not to these new comers the same considera-

tion, the same respect which she had paid to their predeces-

sors. Moreover, to contend successfully against their barba-

rism, she found herself under the necessity of stretching to

its utmost bent the spring of spiritual power: the exaltation

of popular feeling in this direction, was her means of safety

and of action. Hence the so rapid progress now of those

pretensions of hers to the sovereignty, which in the fifth cen-

tury were scarce perceptible.

As to the system of alliance between the two distinct and

independent societies, it is not difficult to recognise it at this

period; there was nothing precise or fixed in the conditions

of the alliance; the two powers never continued long upon

equal terms under them; they kept each in its own sphere,

and treated together whenever they happened to come in con-

tact.

We find, then, from the first to the fifth century, in germ

and in development, all the systems according to wliich the
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relations between church and state may be regulated; they
all of them derive their origin from facts dating from the cradle

of religious society. Let us pass on to the interior organiza-
tion of this society, to the internal government of the church;
we shall arrive at the same result.

It is clear that this last form cannot be that of an infant

church: no moral association begins with the inertia of the
mass of those associated, with the separation of the people and
the government. It is certain, accordingly, that at the out-
set of Christianity, the body of the faithful participated in the
administration of the affairs of the society. The presbyterian
system, that is to say, the government of the church by its

spiritual chiefs, assisted by the leading members of the body,
was the primitive system. There may be many questions
raised as to the titles, functions, and mutual relations of these
lay and ecclesiastical chiefs of the rising congregations; but
as to the fact of their concurrence in the regulation of their
common affairs, there can be no doubt.

Equally unquestionable is it that at this period the separate
societies, the Christian congregations in each town, were far
more independent of each other than they have been at any
subsequent time; there is no doubt that they governed
themselves, perhaps not completely, but almost so, each for
itself, and apart from the rest. Hence the system of the
Independents, who insist that the religious society should
have no general government, but that each local congrega-
tion shoidd be an entire and sovereign society in itself.

No doubt, again, that in these petty Christian societies of
early date, unconnected with one another, and often without
the means ot preaching and teaching, no doubt that in the
absence of a spiritual leader instituted by the original founder
ot the hutli, it often occurred that, under the influence of an
inward impulse, some individual member of the body, of
strong mind, and endowed with the gift of acting upon his
e
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preached the word to the association towhich he belonged. Hence the system of the Quakers, the

system ot spontaneous individual preaching, without any
order of priests, of regular and permanent clergy.

ic. e ait some of the principles, some of the forms of the
le lgious societies in the first age of the Christian church.
It comprehended many others; perhaps, indeed, those which
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I have mentioned were not the most powerful in their
influence.

In the first place, it is incontestable that the first founders,
or, more correctly speaking, the first instruments in the foun-
dation of Christianity, the apostles, regarded themselves as
invested with a special mission received from on high, and
that they in turn transmitted to their disciples by the laying
on of hands, or in some other form, the right to teach and
to preach. Ordination is a primitive fact in the Christian

church, hence an order of priests, a distinct permanent clergy,

invested with peculiar functions, duties, and rights.

Let us turn to another primitive fact. The particular con-
gregations were, it is true, isolated; but the tendency of them
all was to unite, to live under one common discipline as

under one common faith; it was the tendency, the aim,

natural to every society in progress of self-formation; it is

the necessary condition of its extension, of its firm establish-

ment.

Approximation, assimilation of the various elements, move-
ment towards unity, such is the regular course of creation.

The first propagators of Christianity, the apostles or their

disciples, preserved, moreover, over the most distant con-

gregations a certain amount of authority, a remote but
efficacious superintendence. They took care to form and to

maintain ties not only of moral brotherhood, but of organiza-

tions between the particular churches. Hence a constant

tendency towards a general government of the churches, an

identical and permanent constitution.

It appears to me perfectly clear that in the minds of the

first Christians, in their common and simple feeling, the

apostles were regarded as superior to their disciples, and the

immediate disciples of the apostles as superior to their suc-

cessors; a superiority purely moral, not established as an
institution, but real and admitted. In it we have the first

germ, the religious germ of the episcopal system. That

system derives also from another source. The towns into

which Christianity had made its way, were very unequal in

population, in wealth, in importance; and the inequality in

intellectual development, in moral power, was as great as

the material inequality. There was, consequently, an

inequality, likewise, in the distribution of influence among
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the spiritual heads of the congregations. The chiefs of the

more important, of the more enlightened towns, naturally

took the lend and exercised an authority, at first moral, then

institutional, over the minor congregations within a certain

circle around them. This was the political germ of the

episcopal system.

Thus, at the same time that we recognise in the primitive

state of the religious society the association of lay-members
with the priests in the government, that is to say, the Presby-
terian system; the isolation of the particular congregations, that

is to say, the system of the Independents; free, spontaneous,

casual preaching, that is to say, the system of the Quakers:
on the other hand, we see rising up in opposition to the

system of the Quakers, an order of priests, a permanent
clergy; in opposition to the system of the Independents, a
general government of the church; in opposition to the
Presbyterian system, the principle of inequality among the
priests themselves, the Episcopal system.

How have these principles, so various, so contrary to each
other, become developed? To what causes have been owing
the abasement of one, the elevation of another. And,
first, how was the transition from a government, shared by
the body of the faithful, to a government vested in the clergy
alone, accomplished? By what progress did the religious society
pass under the empire of the ecclesiastical society?

In the revolution by which this change was effected, the
ambition of the clergy, personal interests, human passions, had
a large share. I do not seek to under-estimate its proportion.
It is quite undeniable that all these causes contributed to the
result which now occupies our attention; but yet, had there
been only these causes at work, the result would never have
been realised. I have already observed, and it is a remark
I repeat on all available occasions, that no great event is
accomplished by causes altogether illegitimate. Beneath these,
or at their side, there are always legitimate causes in operation,
good and sound reasons why an important fact should be
accomplished. AVe have here a fresh example of this.
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ear principle—a principle generally

established that participation in power presupposes the moral
capacity to exercise it; where the capacity is wanting, par-
ticipation in power comes to an end, as a matter of course.
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The right to exercise it continues virtually to reside in human
nature; but it slumbers, or rather rests only in germ, in per-
spective, until the capacity needed develops itself, and then
it awakens and develops itself with the capacity.

You will remember what I said in our last lecture, as to

the state of Roman civil society in the fifth century. I en-
deavoured to describe its profound decay. You saw the
aristocratic classes perishing away, their numbers immensely
reduced, their influence gone—their virtue gone.

Whosoever amongst them possessed any energy, any
moral activity, entered into the body of the Christian clergy.

There remained, in point of fact, only the mere populace, the

plcbs ronwna, who rallied around the priests and the bishops,

and formed the Christian people.

Between this people and its new chiefs, between religious

society and ecclesiastical society, the inequality was extremely

great: an inequality not only in wealth, in influence, in social

situation, but in information, in intellectual and moral develop-

ment. And the more Christianity, by the mere fact of its con-

tinuous duration, developed itself, extended itself, elevated

itself, the more this inequality increased and manifested itself.

The questions of faith and doctrine became, year after year,

more complex and more difficult of solution; the rules of

church discipline, her relations with civil society, in like

manner grew more extensive and complicated; so that in

order to take part in the administration of its affairs, there

was requisite, from epoch to epoch, a greater and still greater

development of mind, of learning, of character; in a word,

moral conditions more and more elevated, more and more

difficult to be met with; and yet, such was the general dis-

order in society, such the universal calamity of the period,

that the moral condition of the people, instead of growing

better, and of a higher character, fell lower and lower every

day.

We have here, after having made every allowance for the

part taken in the change by human passions and personal

interests, we have here, I say, the true cause which trans-

ferred religious society to the empire of ecclesiastical society,

which took all power from the body of the faithful and gave

it to the clergy alone.

Let us inquire flow' this second revolution, of w'hich we
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have seen the origin, was worked out. IIow, in the very

bosom of ecclesiastical society, j>ower passed from the priests

to the bishops.

We have here an important distinction to observe: the

position of the bishops in their diocese, and in relation to the

general government of the church, was, in the fifth century,

no longer what it had been. Within his diocese, the bishop

did not govern by his sole authority; he required the con-

currence and assent of his clergy. This, indeed, was not an

absolute institution: the fact was not regulated in any fixed

manner, nor according to permanent forms; but the existence

of the fact is manifested by every document connected with

urban or diocesan administration. The words cum assensti

clcricorum, constantly recur in the monuments of the period.

In questions, however, concerning the general government,

whether of the ecclesiastical province, or of the church at

large, the case was different; the bishops alone attended the

councils, as representatives of this government; when simple

priests appeared there it was as delegates of their bishops.

The general government of the church at this period was
entirely episcopal.

You must not, however, attach to the words which have just

occurred, the meaning which they assumed at a later period:

you must not imagine that each bishop went to the councils

solely on his own account, in virtue of his ow n right. He
went there as the representative of his clergy. The idea that

the bishop, the natural chief of his priests, should speak and
act everywhere on their behalf, and in their name, was at

this period prevalent in all minds, in the minds of the bishops
themselves, and limited their power, while it practically served
as a ladder whereby they ascended higher and higher, and
gradually emancipated themselves from control.

Another cause, and one perhaps still more decisive, limited
the councils to the bishops alone: this wras the small number
of priests, and the consequent inconvenience which would
have arisen from their too frequent absence from their posts.

1° judge merely from the great part which they play, and,
permit me the expression, from the noise which they make in

the fifth century, one is disposed to imagine the priests a very'

numerous body. Such was not at all the case: we have
positive indications, historical proofs, which show the con-
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trary. In the commencement of the fifth century, for in-

stance, we meet with a question as to the number of the
priests at Rome; and we find it mentioned, as an illustration

of the peculiar wealth and importance of that city, that she
possessed eighty churches and seventy-seven priests.

The indirect proofs we have supply the same conclusions;
the acts of the councils of the fourth and fifth centuries are
full of canons prohibiting a simple clerk from going into any
other diocese than his own to be ordained; a priest from quit-

ting his diocese to perform duty elsewhere, or even from
travelling at all without the consent of his bishop .

1 All sorts

of means were adopted for keeping the priests in their own
immediate district; they were watched with a care amounting
to the oppressive, so limited was their number, so anxious

were the other bishops to get possession of them. After the

establishment of the barbarian monarchies, the Frank or Bur-
gundian kings, the rich and more notable chiefs, were con-

stantly endeavouring to seduce from each other those com-
panions, those leudcs, those anstrustions, who constituted their

immediate train, their select guard: the barbarian laws arc full

of enactments intended to check these attempts. We find the

kings constantly undertaking, in their mutual treaties, not to

invite to their courts, nor even to receive, their respective

leudcs. The ecclesiastical legislation of the fourth and fifth

centuries exhibits similar regulations with respect to the

priests, doubtless, on the same grounds.

It was therefore a very serious affair for a priest to quit on

a distant mission the church to which he was attached; it was

difficult to replace him—the service of religion suffered in his

absence. The establishment of the representative system, in

church as in state, presupposes a sufficient body of men to

admit of one easily supplying the place of another upon occa-

sion, and of their moving about without inconvenience to

themselves or to the society. Such was not the case in the

fifth century; and in order to have procured the attendance at

councils of the priests, indemnification and coercive measures

might perhaps have been necessary, as they were for a long

time necessary in England, to bring the citizens to parliament.

1 See the canons of the councils of Arles, in 314, of Turin, in 397, of

Arles in 450, of Tours, in 461.
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Everything, therefore, tended to transfer the government of

the church to the bishops; and, accordingly, in the fifth cen-
tury, the episcopal system was almost in full operation.

As to the system of pure monarchy, the only one upon
which we have not as yet remarked, because it is a system
which facts have not as yet presented to us, it was very far

from dominating at this epoch, or even from claiming to do-
minate; and the most practised sagacity, the most ardent
aspirations of personal ambition, could not then have foreseen
its future destinies. Not but that we see, even thus early,
the papacy increasing daily in consideration and influence;
it is impossible to read with impartiality the monuments of
the period, without perceiving that, from every part of
Europe, applications were constantly being made to the
bishop of Rome for his opinion, nay, his decision, in matters
ot faith, of discipline, in the trials of bishops, in a word, upon
all the great occasions wherein the church is interested. Very
often, indeed, it was merely an opinion for which he was asked;
and when he had given it, those of the interested parties who
disapproved of his judgment, refused to abide by it; but, on
the other hand, it was supported by a more or less powerful
party, and, as a general result, his preponderance became
more and more decided after every one of these appeals.
There were two causes which more especially contributed to
produce these references to the bishop of Rome : on the one
hand, the patriarchate principle still held sway in the church;
above bishops and archbishops, with privileges more nominal
than real, but still generally admitted in theory, there was a
patriarch presiding. The east had several patriarchs, the
patriarch of Jerusalem, the patriarch of Antioch, the patri-
arch of Constantinople, of Alexandria. In the west there
was but one patriarch, the bishop of Rome; and this circum-
stance had a great share in the exclusive elevation of the
papacy. Ihe tradition, moreover, that St. Peter had been
bishop of Rome, and the idea that the popes were his suc-
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far from being of the same importance; some of them have
only appeared, in passing, as mere transitory, accidental

circumstances; the others have remained for a long time in

germ, have developed themselves slowly and deliberately;

they are of different dates, and, as I have said, of very various

importance; but they are all connected with some fact, they

can all cite some authority.

When we seek what principles prevailed amidst this variety

of principles, what great results were accomplished in the

fifth century, we discover the following facts:

—

1. The separation of the religious society and of the eccle-

siastical society: a result more especially due to the extreme

intellectual and social inequality which existed between the

people and the Christian clergy.

2. The predominance of the aristocratic system in the in-

terior organization of the ecclesiastical society: the interven-

tion of simple priests in the government of the church became

less and less frequent, less and less influential; power concen-

trated itself more and more in the hands of the bishops.

3. Finally, as to the relations of the religious society with

the civil society of the church, with the state, the system in

force was that of alliance, of intercourse between powers

distinct, but in perpetual contact with each other.

These are the three great features which characterize the

state of the church at the commencement of the fifth century.

At the bare statement of them, in their general appearance

alone, it is impossible not to perceive the germs of danger,

on the one hand, in the bosom of the religious society, to the

liberty of the body of the faithful, and in the bosom of the

ecclesiastical society to the liberty of the body of the clergy.

The almost exclusive predominance of the priests over the

faithful, and of the bishops over the priests, gave clear pre-

sage of the abuses of power and of the disorders of revolu-

tions. The men of the fifth century, however, though they

might well have conceived such fears, had no notion what-

ever of them; the Christian society of that period was wholly

absorbed in regulating itself, in constituting itself a fixed and

determinate body; it required, beyond all things, order, law.

government; and despite the dangerous tendency of some of

the principles which then prevailed, the liberties, both ol the

people in the religious society, and of the simple priests in
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the ecclesiastical society, were not without reality and secu-
rity.

The first consisted in the election of the bishops, a fact
which I need not seek to establish, for it is perfectly self-
evident to any one who but glances over the monuments of
the period. This election was conducted neither according
to general rules, nor with permanent forms; it was altogether
irregular, various, and influenced by fortuitous circumstances.
In 374, the bishop of Milan, Auxentius, an Arian in his
opinions, being dead, his successor was about to be elected in
the cathedral.

The people, the clergy, the bishops of the province, were all
there, and all very animated; the two parties, the orthodox and
the Arians, each wished to nominate a bishop. The tumult
ended in a violent confusion. A governor had just arrived at
Milan, in the name of the emperor; he was a young man named
Ambrose. Informed of the tumult, he repaired to the church
in order to quiet it; his words, his air, were pleasing to the
people. He had a good reputation: a voice arose in the
midst of the church—according to tradition, the voice of a
child; it cried, “Let Ambrose be nominated bishop!” And,
forthwith, Ambrose was nominated bishop; he afterwards
became Saint Ambrose.

This is an example of the manner in which episcopal elec-
tions were still made at the end of the fourth century It is
true they were not all so disorderly and sudden; but these
characteristics did not shock or astonish any one, and the day
following his elevation, Saint Ambrose was' acknowledged by
?
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1 Book IV., Letter 20.
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the pontiff Patient
,

1 with his customary piety and lirmness,
has done at Chalons, I can no longer delay causing you
to share our great joy. He arrived in this town, partly
preceded and partly followed by the bishops of the province,
assembled, in order to give a chief to the church of this city,

so troubled and unsteady in its discipline since the retire-
ment and death of bishop Paul.

“ The assembly found various factions in the town, all those
private intrigues which can never be formed but to the detri-
ment of public welfare, and which were excited by a trium-
virate of competitors. One of them, destitute of all virtue,

made a parade of his antique race; another, like a new Apicius,
got himself supported by the applause and clamours of noisy
parasites, gained by the agency of his kitchen; a third engaged
himself by a secret bargain, if he attained the object of his

ambition, to abandon the domains of the church to the pillage

of his partisans. Saint Patient and Saint Euphronius
,

2 who,
setting aside all aversion and all favour, were the first to

maintain firmly and rigidly the most sound views, were not
long in learning the state of things. Before manifesting
anything in public, they first held counsel in secret with the

bishops their colleagues; then, braving the cries of a mob
of furies, they suddenly nominated, without his having formed
any desire or having any idea of being elected, a pious man
named John, commendable from his honesty, charity, and
mildness. John had first been a reader, and had served at

the altar from his infancy; after much time and labour, he

became an archdeacon .... He was, therefore, a priest only

of the second order, and amidst these furious factions no
one exalted by his praise a man who asked nothing; but

neither did any one dare to accuse a man who merited only

eulogies. Our bishops have proclaimed him their colleague,

to the great astonishment of the intriguers, to the extreme
confusion of the wicked, but with the acclamations of good
men, and without any person daring or wishing to oppose

him.”

Just now we were at a popular election; here is one equally

irregular and unforeseen, brought about at once, in the midst

of the people, by two pious bishops. Here is a third, if pos-

Bishop of Lyons. 2 Bishop of Autun.
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sible, still more singular. Sklonius himself is at once the
narrator and actor of it.

The bishop of Bourges was dead: such was the ardour of
the competitors and their factions, that the town was thrown
into disorder by them, and could find no means of coming to
a decision. The inhabitants of Bourges thought of address-
ing themselves to Sidonius, illustrious throughout Gaul for
his birth, wealth, eloquence, and knowledge, long since in-
vested with the highest civil functions, and recently nomi-
nated bishop of Clermont. They begged him to choose
them a bishop, almost in the same way as, in the infancy of
the Greek republics, the people, tired of civil storms and its

own powerlessness, sought a foreign sage to give them laws.
Sidonius, rather surprised at lirst, nevertheless consented,
assured himself of the concurrence of the bishops, who would
have to ordain the person whom he alone had the charge of
electing, and repairing to Bourges, assembled the people in the
cathedral. I will cite the letter in which he gives an account
of the whole affair to Perpetuus, bishop of Tours, and sends
him the discourse which he pronounced in this assembly; they
are both rather lengthy; but this mixture of rhetoric and
religion, these literary puerilities amidst the most animated
scenes of real life, this confusion of the lei esprit and of the
bishop, make this singular society better known than all the
dissertations in the world; this society at once old and youn°-,
in decline and in progress: I shall only here and there omit'a
passage without interest.

“SIDONIUS TO THE LORD POPE PERPETUUS; HEALTH.'
“In your zeal for spiritual reading, you go so far as to

wish to become acquainted with writings which are not in
any way worthy of your attention, or of exercising your judg-
ment. T ou thus ask me to send you the discourse which I
delivered in the church to the people of Bourges, a discourse
to which neither the divisions of rhetoric, nor the movements
of the oratorical art, nor grammatical figures, have lent
htting elegance or regularity; for on this occasion I was
unable to combine, according to the general usage of orators,
the grave testimonies of history, the fictions of poets, the
flashes of controversy. I he seditions, cabals, and differences

1 Book VII., Letter 9.
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of parties, hurried me away; and if the occasion furnished
me with ample materials, affairs did not allow me time to
meditate upon them. There was such a crowd of competitors,
that two benches could not accommodate all the candidates
for a single see; all were pleasing to themselves, and each
displeasing to the rest. We could not even have done any-
thing for the common good, if the people, more calm, had
not renounced its own judgment in order to submit itself to

that of the bishops. A few priests whispered in a corner,

but in public not a sound of disapprobation was heard from
them; for the greater part dreaded their own order no less

than the other orders .... Accept, then, this sheet: I have
dictated it, Christ is witness, in two watches of a summer
night; but I much fear that in reading it you will think more
of it than I propose.

“the discourse.

“ Dearly beloved, profane history reports that a certain

philosopher taught his disciples patience, in keeping silence,

before he disclosed to them the art of speaking, and that for tins

purpose all novices observed a rigorous silence for five years,

amid the discussions of their co-disciples; so that the most
prompt minds could not be praised until a suitable time

had elapsed for them to be understood. With regard to my-
self, my weakness is reserved for a very different condition, I

who, before having tilled with any man the more humble func-

tion of disciple, see myself obliged to undertake with you
the task of doctor.

1
. . . But since it is your pleasure in your

error, to wish that I, devoid of wisdom, should seek for

you, with the aid of Christ, a bishop full of wisdom, and

in whose person all kinds of virtues are to be united, know
that your agreement in this desire, while it does me great

honour, also imposes upon me a great burden. . . .

“ And first, it is necessary that you should know what
torrents of injuries await me, and to what hayings of human
voices the crowd of pretenders will give way against you. .

.

If I should nominate one from among the monks, if he

were even comparable with Paul, with Auton, Hilarius, or

Macarius, already do I feel resounding round my ears the

1 Sidouius had just been nominated bishop; towards the end of 471.
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noisy murmurs of an ignoble crowd of pigmies who complain,
saying: ‘ he they have nominated, fills the functions, not of
a bishop, but of an abbot; he is far more fitted to intercede
for souls with the celestial judge, than for bodies before the
judges upon earth.’ Who will not be profoundly irritated,

at seeing the most sincere virtues represented as vices? If
we select an humble man, they will call him abject ; if

we select one of a proud character they will treat him as
haughty; if we propose a man with but little enlightenment,
his ignorance will bring ridicule upon him; if, on the con-
trary, he is a scholar, his learning will be. called puffed up
pride; if he be austere, they will hate him as cruel; if he be
indulgent, they will accuse him of too great facility; if simple,
they will disdain him as a beast ; if full of penetration,
they will reject him as cunning; if he be exact, they will
call him peddling; it easy, they will call him negligent; if he
has an astute mind, they will declare he is ambitious; if
tranquil in his manner, they will reckon him lazy; if sober,
they will take him to be avaricious; if he eat in order to nourish
himself, they will accuse him of gormandising; if he fast
regularly, they will tax him with ostentation. . Thus, in
whatever manner one lives, good conduct, and good qualities
will always be abandoned to the keen tongues of slander, which
resemble hooks with two barbs. And, moreover, the people
in its stubbornness, the priests in their indocility, are with
difficulty brought under monastic discipline.

^ I nominate a priest, those who have been ordained
after him will be jealous, those who have been ordained before
him will defame him; for among them there are some (and
be it said without offence to others) who think that the length
o t le duration of priesthood is the only measure of merit, andwho consequently wish, that in the election of a prelate, we
should proceed not with a view to the common welfare, but
according to age ...

fillldi-ff
chan

i
e

’ 1 'v
Te t0 point out t0 y°u a man who had

bllul militaiy offices, I should soon hear these words: ‘ Sidonius,
because he has passed from the secular functions to the spi-
ritual, will not take a man from the religious order for a
bishop; proud of has birth, raised to the first rank by the
insignia of his dignities, he scorns the poor in Christ.’ It is
for this reason that I at once make the declaration which I
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owe, not so much to the charity of good people, as to the
suspicions of the wicked. In the name of the Holy Spirit,

our Almighty God, who, by the voice of Peter, condemned
Simon the magician, for having thought that the grace of the

Holy Ghost could be bought with gold, I declare that in the

choice of the man whom 1 believed most worthy, I have
not been influenced by either money or favour; and that

after having examined, as much and even more than was
necessary, the individual, the time, the province, and the town,

I have judged that he who was the best suited to be given to

you, is the man whose life I shall review in a few words.
“ Simplicius, blessed of God, answers to the wishes of the

two orders both by his conduct and profession; the republic

mny find in him much to admire, the church much to cherish.

If we would bear respect to birth, (and the Evangelist himself

has proved to us that this consideration must not be neglected,

for Luke, in beginning the eulogy of John, reckons it a great

advantage that he descended from a sacerdotal race), the rela-

tions of Simplicius have presided iri the church and in the tri-

bunals; his family has been illustrious in bishops and prelates;

so that his ancestors have always been in possession of the

power of carrying out the laws, both human and divine. ... If

we look to his age, he has at once all the activity of youth and

the prudence of age .... If charity be desired, he has shown

it in profusion to the citizen, the priest, and the pilgrim, to the

common people as to the great; and his bread has been more

frequently and the rather tasted by him who gave nothing in

return. If the fulfilment of a mission be necessary, more than

once has Simplicius presented himself for your town, before

kings covered with ermine and before princes adorned with

purple. - . . I had almost forgotten to speak of a thing which,

notwithstanding, should not be omitted. Formerly, in those

ancient times of Moses, according to the Psalmist, when it was

necessary to elevate the ark of the covenant, all Israel, in the

desert, heaped the produce of its offerings at the feet of Be-

seleel. Afterwards, Solomon, in order to construct the temple

of Jerusalem, put in motion the whole force of the people,

although he had united the gifts of the queen of the southern

country of Saba to the riches of Palestine, and to the tri-

butes of the neighbouring kings. Simplicius, young, a soldier,

unaided, still under the paternal roof, though already a
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father, has also constructed you a church; he was arrested in
his pious work, neither by the attachment of old men to their

property, nor by consideration for his young children; and
still his modesty is such that he has kept silence upon this

subject. And in fact, if 1 do not deceive myself, this man
is a stranger to all popular ambition

; he seeks not the favour
of all, but only that of good men; he does not lower him-
self to an imprudent familiarity, but he attaches a high value
to solid friendships. . . . Lastly, he should especially be desired
for a bishop, because he is not in the least desirous of it; he
labours not to obtain the priesthood, but to deserve it.

“ Some one will, perhaps, say to me, But how, in so short a
time, have you learned so much concerning this man? I
will answer him: 1 knew the inhabitants of Bourges before
knowing the town. 1 have learnt much of them on my road,
in the military service, in the relations of money and affairs]
in their travels and mine. One also learns much of things
from public opinion, for nature does not confine fame to the
narrow limits of a particular country.

lhe wife of Simplicius descends from the family of the
Palladii, who have occupied professorships of letters and served
altars, with the approbation of their order; and as the cha-
racter ot a matron should only be called back succinctly and
with modesty, I shall content myself with affirming that this
lady worthily responds to the merit and honours of the two
families, whether ot that where she was born and has grown
up, or of that into which she has passed by an honourable
choice. Both bring up their sons worthily and with all
wisdom, and the father, in comparing them with himself,
Unds a new subject of happiness that his children already
surpass himself. *

“ S1
?.

ce y°u have sworn to acknowledge and acceptmy declaration upon the subject of this election, in thename of the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost, Sim-
plicius is he whom I declare bishop of our province andsovereign pontiff of your town. With regard^ youiJel^

holn “JlXh ,

deC1S ‘0n concerning the man whom I have

engagements
°’ aPPr°Ve 14 con{

'

orma% to your first

It is needless to add more; these three examples arc fully
sufficient thoroughly to explain what the election of bishops
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was in the fifth century. Without doubt, it possessed none

of the characteristics of a veritable constitution; devoid of

rules, of permanent and legal forms, abandoned to the chance

of circumstances and passions, it was not one of those powerful

liberties before which a long future opens itself, but, for the

time being, it was a genuine reality; it led to a great

movement in the interior of cities; it was an efficacious

guarantee.

There was a second, the frequent holding of councils.

The general government of the church, at this epoch, was

completely in the hands of the councils—general, national,

provincial councils. They there discussed questions of faith

and discipline, the actions of bishops, all the great or difii-

cult atfairs of the church. In the course of the fourth

century, we find fifteen councils, and in the fifth century,

twenty-five ;

1 and these are only the principal councils, those

of which written notices have been left; there were certainly

besides a large number of local councils, of short duration,

which have left no monument, of which even the recol-

lection is lost.

An indirect evidence shows the importance ol councils at

this epoch. Every one knows that, in England, in the origin

1 List of the principal Councils of the Fourth Century.

Date. Place. Present .

314 Arles
C 33 bishops, 14 priests, 20 deacons,

l 8 readers or exorcists.

34G Cologne .... 14 bishops, 10 delegate priests.

303 Arles

855 Poitiers .... The bishops of Gaul.

350 Beziers ....
Ibid.308 Vuison ....

308 Place unknown Ibid.

300 Place unknown Ibid.

302 Poiis Ibid.

374 Valencia .... 21 bishops.

385 Bordeaux . . .

380 Treves ....
The bishops of Gaul.

330 Place unknown . .

387 Nimes ....
397

10

Turin
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of representative government, at the time of the formation of
the House of Commons, many statutes were made, pre-
scribing the regular and frequent holding of parliaments.
The same fact appears, at the fifth century, with regard to
councils. Many canons—among others, those of the council
of Orange, held in 441—enact that a council shall never
separate without indicating the following council, and that
if the misfortunes of the times prevent them from holding a
council twice a year, according to the canons, all possible
precautions shall be taken to insure that no long period
shall elapse without one.

Thus the two great guarantees of liberty in society,
election and discussion, existed, in fact, in the ecclesiastical

List of the principal Councils of the Fifth Century.

Date. Place. Present.

400 Toulouse. .

41!) Valencia . .

42!) Place uncertain

439 Riez . . .

The bishops of Gaul.

Ibid.

13 bishops, 1 delegate priest.

10 bishops, 1 priest.441 Orange . .

442 Vaison . .

444 Place uncertain

451 Place uncertain

452 Arles . . . 44 bishops.
452 Narbonue The bishops of Narbonnensis prima.

8 bishops.

The bishops of Gaul.
13 bishops.

453 Angers
454 Bourges
455 Arles .

400 Lyons

.

401 Tours

.

8 bishops, 1 delegate priest.

1 bishop, subscribed afterwards.

19 bishops.

0 bishops.

The bishops of the Lyonnese.
470 Chitlons-sur Saone

403 Arles .

405 Vannes

472 Bourges
474 Vienne
475 Arles .

475 Lyons

.

495 Lyons

.

490 Reims
499 Lyons

.

8 bishops.

30 bishops.

25



340 HISTORY OF

society of the fifth century—disordered, it is true, incomplete,

precarious, as after times have clearly proved, but, for the time

being, real and powerful, at once the cause and the evidence

of the movement and ardour of mind.

Now, let us put this state of the religious society by
the side of the civil society which I endeavoured to picture

in our last meeting. I shall not stay to deduce the conse-

quences of this comparison ; they hasten before the eyes, and
already must be recognised. I shall recapitulate them thus:

In the civil society, there is no people nor government;

the imperial administration is fallen, the senatorial aristocracy

is fallen, the municipal aristocracy is fallen; everywhere

there is dissolution; power and liberty are struck by the

same sterility, the same nullity. In religious society, on the

contrary, a very animated people and a very active govern-

ment show themselves. The causes of anarchy and tyranny

are numerous, but liberty is real, and power also. Every-

where, the germs of a very energetic popular activity, and a

very strong government, develop themselves. It is, in a

word, a society replete with the future, a stormy future,

charged with good and with evil, but powerful and fertile.

Do you wish that we should prosecute this comparison any
further? We have hitherto considered only general facts,

the public life, so to speak, of the two societies. Do you

wish that we should penetrate into the domestic life, into the

interior of houses? that we should seek how, on the one side,

men of note in civil society, and on the other the chiefs of

the religious society, are employed, how they pass their time?

It is worth while to address this question to the fifth century,

because its answer cannot but be instructive.

At the end of the fourth and in the fifth century, there

was in Gaul a large number of important and honoured men,

long invested with the great charges of the state, semi-

pagans, semi-Christians,—that is, having taken no part, and

not wishing to take any part in religious matters;

men of mind, literati, philosophers, full of desire for study

and intellectual pursuits; rich, and living in magnificence.

Such, at the end of the fourth century, was the poet Ausonius,

count of the imperial palace, questor, pretorian-prefect, consul,

and who possessed much beautiful property in Saintonge

and near Bourdeaux; such, at the end of the fifth century,
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was Tonance Ferreol, prefect of Gaul, in great credit

with the kings of the Visigoths, and whose domains were

situated in Languedoc and Rouergue, upon the borders of

the Gardon, and near Milhau; Eutropius, also prefect of the

Gauls, a platonist by profession, who lived in Auvergne;
Consencius, of Narbonne, one of the richest citizens of the

south, and whose country house, called Octaviana, situ-

ated upon the road to Beziers, passed for the most magni-
ficent in the province. These were the great lords of Roman
Gaul ; after having occupied the. superior posts of the

country, they lived upon their estates far from the mass of

the population, passing their time in the chase, or fishing,

in amusements of all kinds; they had fine libraries, often a

theatre, where they played the dramas of some Rhetor,
their client : the rhetorician, Paul, had his comedy, the
Delirus, played at the house of Ausonius, composed him-
self the music for the interludes, and presided at the re-

presentation. At these entertainments were combined intel-

lectual discussions, literary conversation; the merits of the
ancient authors were canvassed; their works examined, com-
mented upon; the guests made verses upon all the petty in-

cidents of life. In this way passed time, agreeable, smooth,
varied, but enervated, egoistical, sterile; stranger to all

serious occupation, to all powerful and general interest. And
I speak here of the most honourable remnant of the Roman
society, of men who were neither corrupt, profligate, nor
debased, who cultivated their intellect, and who were dis-
gusted with the servile manners and the decay of their age.

See what was the life of a bishop; for example, of Saint
Hilary, bishop of Arles, and of Saint Loup, bishop of Troyes,
at the commencement of the fifth century.

Saint Hilary arose very early in the morning: he always
dwelt in the town; from the time that he arose, any one who
wisiedtosee him was received. lie heard complaints, ad-
justed differences, performed the office of a justice of the
peace. He afterwards repaired to the church, performed
service, pleached, taught, sometimes many hours consecu-
tney. Returned home, he took his repast, and while this
lasted he heard some pious reading; or else he dictated,
and the people often entered freely, and listened. He
also pertormed manual labour, sometimes spinning for the
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poor, sometimes cultivating the fields of his church. Thus
passed his day, in the midst of the people, in grave useful
occupations, of a public interest, which, every hour, had
some result.

The life of Saint Loup was not exactly the same; his
manners were more austere, his activity less varied; he lived
severely; and the rigidity of his conduct, the assiduity of his
prayers, were incessantly celebrated by his contemporaries.
Thus he exercised more ascendancy by his general example
than by his actions in detail. He struck the imagination of
men to such a point, that according to a tradition, the truth of
which is of little importance—true or false, it equally shows
contemporaneous opinion—Attila, in quitting Gaul, carried
Saint Loup with him to the banks of the Rhine, supposing
that so sainted a man would protect his army. Saint Loup
was besides of a cultivated mind, and took an active interest

in intellectual development. He was solicitous in his diocese
about schools and pious reading; and when it was necessary
to go and contend against the doctrines of Pelagius in

Britain, it was upon his eloquence, as well as that of Saint
Germain d’Auxerre, that the council of 429 confided for

success.

What more need be said? the facts speak clearly; between
the great lords of the Roman society and the bishops, it is

not difficult to say where the power was, to whom the future

belonged.

I will add one fact, indispensable to the completion of this

picture of Gaulish society in the fifth century, and of its sin-

gular state.

The two classes of men, the two kinds of activity which I

have just placed before your eyes, were not always as distinct,

as separate as one would be tempted to believe, and as their

difference might cause it to be supposed. Great lords,

scarcely Christians, ex-prefects of Gaul, men of the world

and of pleasure, often became bishops. They ended, even,

by being obliged so to do, if they wished to take any part in

the moral movement of the epoch, to preserve any real im-

portance, to exercise any active influence. This is what

happened to Sidonius Apollinaris, as to many others. But,

in becoming bishops, they did not completely lay aside their

habits, their tastes; the rhetorician, the grammarian, the
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man of wit, the man of the world and of pleasure, did not
always vanish under the episcopal mantle; and the two socie-
ties, the two kinds of manners sometimes showed themselves
singularly mixed up together. Here is a letter from Sidonius,
a curious example and monument of this strange alliance.

He writes to his friend Eriphius:

SIDONIUS TO Ills DEAR ERIPHIUS; HEALTH.
“ You are always the same, my dear Eriphius; neither the

chase, the town, nor the fields attract you so strongly, that
the love ot letters cannot still detain you. You direct me to
send you the verses which I made at the request of your
father-in-law

,

1 that respectable man who, in t lie society of
his equals, was equally ready to command or to obey. But
as you desire to know in what place and upon what occasion
those verses were, made, to the end better to understand this
valueless production, lay the blame only on yourself if the
preface be longer than the work.

“ We
.

were met at the sepulchre of Saint Just,
2 illness

preventing you from joining us. Before day, the annual
procession was made, amidst an immense populace of both
sexes, that could not be contained in the church and the
crypt, although surrounded by immense porticoes ; after
the monks and priests had performed morning service,
alternately singing the psalms with great sweetness, each
retired—not very far, however—to the end that all might
be ready for tierce, when the priests should celebrate the
c ‘'me sacrifice. The narrow dimensions of the place, the

V 1

Pressed around us, and thelarge quantity of lights,

i
.

choked us; the oppressive vapour of a night still bor-
t ering upon summer, although cooled by the first freshness

wi ‘T
*utumnal dawn, made this inclosure still warmer.

ule the various classes of society dispersed on all sides, thechief citizens assembled round the tomb of the consulbyagnus, which was not at the distance of an arrow-shot.

nf
WCie seat®d under the shade of an arbour formed

of stakes covered with the branches of the vine; we were

, T

1
Pliiliniuthius.

- Bishop of Lyons, towards the end or the fourth century,celebrated on the 52nd of September.
His fete is
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stretched upon the green turf embalmed with the perfume
of flowers. The conversation was sweet, cheerful, pleasant;
moreover (and this was far more agreeable), there was
no question either of powers or tributes; no word which
could compromise, nor person who could be compromised.
Whosoever could in good terms relate an interesting history,

was sure to be listened to with earnestness. Nevertheless,
no continuous narration was made, because gaiety fre-

quently interrupted the discourse. Tired at length of this

long repose, we desired to do something else. We soon
separated into two bands, according to ages, one party loudly

demanded the game of tennis, the others a table and dice.

For myself, I was the first to give the signal for tennis,

because I love it, as you know, as much as books. On the other

side, my brother Dominieius, a man full of kindness and cheer-

fulness, seized the dice, shook them, and struck with his dice-

box, as if he had sounded a trumpet, to call players to liim.

As to us, we played a good deal with the crowd of scholar’s,

so as to reanimate by this salutary exercise the vigour of

our limbs stiffened by too long repose. The illustrious Phili-

mathius himself, as says the poet of Mantua,

“ Ausus et ipse maim juvenum tentare laborem,”

constantly mixed with the players at tennis. He succeeded very

well at it when he was younger, but now, as he was often driven

from the middle, where people were standing, by the shock of

some running player; as at other times, if he entered the

arena, he could neither make way nor avoid the ball, and as

frequently overthrown, he only raised himself with pain from

the unlucky fall, he was the first to leave the scene of the

game, heaving sighs, and very much heated: this exercise had

swollen the fibres of the liver, and he experienced poignant

pains. I left off at once, charitably to cease at the same time

as he, and thus save our brother from feeling embarrassed at

his fatigue. We then seated ourselves again, and soon he

was forced to ask for water to bathe his face; they brought

him some, and at the same time a napkin covered with hair

which had been washed and was by chance suspended from a

cord, held by a pulley before the folding door of the house

of the porter. While he leisurely dried his cheeks, he

said to me: ‘I wish you would dictate for me a quatrain
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upon the cloth that has rendered me this office.’ ‘ Be it so,’

I answered. ‘ But,’ added he, ‘ let my name he contained
in these verses.’ I replied, that what he asked was feasible.

‘Well!’ he replied, ‘dictate them.’ I then said to him
with a smile; ‘ Know, however, that the muses will soon be
irritated if I attempt to meddle with their choir amidst so
many witnesses.’ He then answered very briskly, and yet
with politeness (for he is of great readiness of imagination
and an inexhaustible fund of wit): ‘ Rather take care, lord
•Solius, that Apollo does not become far more irritated, if

you attempt to seduce his dear pupils in secret and alone.’

You may imagine the applause excited by this prompt and well
turned answer. Then, and without further delay, I called
his secretary, who was there already, tablets in hand, and I
dictated to him a quatrain to this effect:

“ ‘Another morning, whether in going out of the hot-bath,
or when the chase has heated his blow, may the handsome
Philimathius still find this linen to dry his dripping face, so
that the water may pass from his forehead into this fleece
as into the throat of a drinker !’

“ Scarcely had your Epiphanius written these verses when
they announced to us that the hour was come when the bishop
came forth, and we immediately arose.”

Sidonius was then bishop, and doubtless many of those
who accompanied him to the tomb of Saint Just and to that
of the consul Syagrius, who participated with him in the
celebration of divine service, and at the game of tennis, in
the chaunting of the psalms, and in the taste for trifling
verses, were bishops like him.

.T'® are now at the end of the first question which we
l;ud down: we have considered the social state of civil and
religious, Roman and Christian Gaul, at the fifth century.
It remains lor us to study the moral state of the same epoch,
the ideas, the doctrines, the sentiments which agitated it; in
a word, the internal and intellectual life of men. This will
torm the subject of the next lecture.
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FOURTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—What must he understood by the moral state of a

society—Reciprocal influence of the sociid state upon the moral state,

and of the moral state upon the sociid state—At the fourth century, civil

Gaulish society alone possessed institutions favourable to intellectual de-

velopment—Gaulish schools—Legal situation of the professors— Reli-

gious society has no other mediums of development anil influence than its

ideas— Still one languishes, and the other prospers—Decline of the civil

schools—Activity of the Christian society—Saint Jerome, Saint Augustin,

and Saint Paulin of Nola—Their correspondence with Gaul—Founda-

tion and character of monasteries in Gaul—Causes of the difference of

the moral state of the two societies—Comparative view of the civil lite-

rature and the Christian literature in the fourth and fifth centuries

—

Inequality of the liberty of mind in the two societies—Necessity for

religion lending its aid to studies and letters.

Before entering into the examination of the moral state of

Gaulish society at the end of the fourth and at the commence-
ment of the fifth century, I must be allowed to say a few words

as to the nature of this part of my task. These words,

moral state, have, in the eyes of some people, a somewhat

vague appearance. I would wish to determine their meaning

with precision. Moral sciences, now-a-days, are accused of a

want of exactitude, of perspicuity, of certainty; they are re-

proached as not being sciences. They should, they may be

sciences, just the same as physical sciences, for they also

exercise themselves upon facts. Moral facts are not less

real than others: man has not invented them: he dis-

covered and named them; he takes note of them every mo-

ment of his life; he studies them as he studies all that

surrounds him, all that comes to his intelligence by the
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interposition of his senses. Moral sciences have, if the ex-
pression be allowed, the same matter as other sciences; they
are, then, not by any means condemned by their nature to be
less precise or less certain. It is more difficult, I grant, for
them to arrive at exactitude, perspicuity, precision. Moral
facts are, on the one hand, more extended and more exact, and,
on the other, more profoundly concealed, than physical facts;
they are at once more complex in their development, and
more simple in their origin. Hence arises a much greater
difficulty of observing them, classifying them, and reducing
them to a science. This is the true source of the reproaches
of which the moral sciences have often been the subject.
Mark their singular fate: they are evidently the first upon
which the human race occupied itself; when we go back to
the cradle of societies, we everywhere encounter moral facts,
which, under the cloak of religion or of poetry, attracted the
attention, and excited the thought of men. And yet, in
order to succeed in thoroughly knowing them, scientifically
knowing them, all the skill, all the penetration, and all the
prudence of the most practised reason is necessary. Such,
therefore, is the state of moral sciences, that they are at once
the first and the last in the chronological order; the first,
the necessity which works upon the human mind; the last,
that it succeeds in elevating to the. precision, clearness, and
certainty, which is the scientific character. We must not,
therefore, be astonished nor affrighted by the reproaches
which they have incurred; they are natural and legitimate:
let it be known that neither the certainty nor the value of the
moral sciences are in the least affected by them; and thence
let this useful lesson be drawn, that, in their study, in the ob-
servation and description of moral facts, it is necessary, if
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the state of souls, that is, on one side, the ideas, doctrines,
the whole intellectual life of man; on the other, the relations
wdiich connect ideas with actions, creeds with the determi-
nations of the will, thought with human liberty.

I his is the twrofold fact which constitutes, in my opinion,
the moral state of a society, and which we have to study in
the Gaulish society of the fifth century.

According to a very general opinion, I might dispense with
insisting long upon this inquiry. It has often been said that
the moral state depends upon the social state, that the re-
lations of men between themselves, the principles or customs
which preside in these relations, decide their ideas, their sen-
timents, their internal life; that governments and institu-

tions make the people. This was a dominant idea in the
last century, and was produced, under different forms, by
the most illustrious writers of the age, Montesquieu, Voltaire,

the economists, the publicists, &c. Nothing is more simple:

the revolution that the last century brought forth was a

social revolution; it was far more occupied in changing the

respective situation of men, than their internal and jiersonal

disposition
; it desired rather to reform society than the in-

dividual. Who will be surprised that it was everywhere
preoccupied with what it sought, with what it did—that it

was too much taken up with the social state ? Yet there

were circumstances which might have served to have warned
it: it laboured to change the relations, the external condition

of men ; but what were the instruments, the fulcrum of its

work ? ideas, sentiments, internal and individual dispositions:

it was by the aid of the moral state that it undertook the re-

form of the social state. The moral state, then, must be
acknowledged to be, not only distinct from, but, to a certain

point, independent of the social state; it should be seen that

situations, institutions are not all, nor do they decide all, in

the life of nations; that other causes may modify, contend

with, even surmount these; and that if the external world

acts upon man, man in his turn acts upon the world. I

would not, that it should be thought I reject the idea

which I combat; far from it; its share of legitimacy is

great: no doubt but that the social state exercised a powerful

influence upon the moral state. I do not so much as wish

that this doctrine should be exclusive; the influence is shared
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and reciprocal: if it be correct to say that governments make
nations, it is no less true that nations make governments.
The question which is here encountered is higher and greater
than it appears: it is a question whether events, the life

of the social world, are, as the physical world, under the em-
pire of external and necessary causes, or whether man himself,
his thought, his will, concur to produce and govern them;
a question what is the share of fatality and that of liberty in
the lot ot the human race. A question of immense interest,
and which I shall one day perhaps have occasion to treat
in the manner which it merits; at present, I can only assign
it its place, and I content myself by claiming for liberty, tin-

man himself, a place, a great place, among the authors of
events in the creation of history.

I return to the inquiry into the moral state of civil society
and religious society in Gaul, in the fourth and fifth
centuries.

If institutions could do all, if laws supplied and the means
furnished to society could do everything, the intellectual state
of Gaulish civil society at this epoch would have been far supe-
rior to that of the religious society. The first, in fact, alone
possessed all the institutions proper to second the development
of mind, the progress and empire of ideas. Roman Gaul was
covered with large schools. The principal were those of
Treves, Bordeaux, Autun, Toulouse, Poitiers, Lyons, Nar-
bonne, Arles, Marseilles, Vienne, Besancon, &c. Some were
very ancient; those of Marseilles and of Autun, for example
dated from the first century. They there taught philosophy’
medicine, jurisprudence, literature, grammar, astrology, all
the sciences of the age. In the greater part of these schools,
indeed, they at first taught only rhetoric and grammar; but
towards the fourth century, professors of philosophy and lawwere everywhere introduced.

3

Not only were these schools numerous, and provided withmany chairs, but the emperors continually took the profes-
sors of new measures into favour. Their interests are, from
Constantine to .Theodosius the younger, the subject of fre-
quent imperial constitutions, which sometimes extended,

SEXT" ll,e,r privileses - H- *» *> p-:



350 HISTORY OF

1. Constantinus 1 Augustus to Volusianus (in 321).—“We
order that physicians, grammarians, and the other learned

professors be for the future, they and the property they pos-

sess in their respective cities, exempt from all municipal

charges, but that, nevertheless, they may be capable of being

invested with the houores .
2 We forbid them to be harassed

by law, or that any wrong be done them. If any one annoys

them, let him be prosecuted by the magistrates, to the end

that they themselves may be spared that trouble, and let

him pay one hundred thousand pieces to the exchequer; if a

slave offend them let him be whipped by his master before

him he has offended; and if the master has consented to the

outrage, let him pay twenty thousand pieces to the exchequer,

and let his slave remain in pledge till the whole sum be

delivered. We order to be paid to the said professors

their salaries ; and as they must not be charged with

onerous functions, we allow them to have the lionores confer-

red upon them when they desire, but we do not oblige them

to it.” 3

2. Constantinus Augustus to the people (in 133).—“Con-
firming the good deeds of our divine predecessors, we order

that physicians and professors of letters, as well as their wives

and children, be exempt from all public functions and charges;

that they be not included in the service of the militia, nor

obliged to receive guests, or to acquit themselves of any

charge, to the end that they may have more facility to instruct

many people in the liberal studies and the above-mentioned

professions.” 4

3. Gratianus Augustus to Antonius, pretorian prefect of

the Gauls (in 376).—“ In the heart of the great cities which,

in all the diocese confided to your Magnificence, flourish

with illustrious masters, let the best preside over the edu-

cation of youth (we mean the rhetoricians and grammarians

in the Attic and Roman tongues), let the orators receive from

1 Probably praetorian prefect.

1 There was a distinction made in the Roman cities and municipalities

between the miniera, municipal functions of an inferior class, which con-

ferred no privileges ;
and the lumores, superior functions, regular magistra-

cies, to which certain privileges were attuched.

2 Cod. Theod., 1. III., tit. 3., 1. i.
1 Ibid. 1. 3.
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the exchequer twenty-four rations ;

1 let the less consider-

able number of twelve rations be, according to usage,

accorded to Greek and Latin grammarians. And to the end
that the cities which enjoy metropolitan rights may select

famous professors, and as we do not think that each city

should be left free to pay its rhetoricians and masters ac-
cording to its inclination, for the illustrious city of Treves
we wish to do something more; accordingly, let tliirty rations
be there granted to the rhetoricians, twenty to the Latin
grammarian, and twelve to the Greek grammarian, if a
capable one can be found.”1

Valentinian, llonorius, Theodosius II. issued many similar
decrees. Alter the Empire was divided among many masters,
each of them concerned himself rather more about the pros-
perity of his states and the public establishments which were
in them. Thence arose a momentary amelioration, of which
the schools felt the effects, particularly those of Gaul, under
the administration of Constantius Clorus, of Julian, and of
G ratian.

By the side of the schools were, in general, placed other
analogous establishments. Thus, at Treves there was a grand
library ot the imperial palace, concerning which no special
information has reached us, but of which we may judge by the
details which have reached us concerning that of Constan-
tinople. This last had a librarian and seven scribes constantly
occupied—four for Greek, and three for Latin. They copied
both ancient works and new works. It is probable that the
same institution existed at Treves, and in the great towns of

Civil society, then, was provided with means of instruction
and intellectual development. It was not the same with
religious society. It had at this epoch no institution espe-
cially devoted to teaching; it did not receive from tbf

Cod. Tlieod., XIII., tit. a., l>. II.
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religion. They therefore attracted very few Christians.

The sciences which they taught, grammar and rhetoric, pagan
by origin, dominated by the ancient pagan mind, had besides

but little interest for Christianity. Lastly, it was for a long
time in the inferior classes, among the people, that Christianity

was propagated, especially in the Gauls, and it was the superior

classes which followed the great schools. Moreover, it was
hardly until the commencement of the fourth century that the

Christians appeared there, and then but few in number.
No other source of study was open to them. The establish-

ments which, a little afterwards, became, in the Christian

church,the refuge and sanctuaryof instruction, the monasteries,

were hardly commenced in the Gauls. It was onlyafter the year

360 that the two first were founded by Saint Martin—one at

Liguge, near Poitiers, the other at Marmoutiers, near Tours;

and they were devoted rather to religious contemplation tlian

to teaching.

Any great school, any special institution devoted to the

service and to the progress of intellect, was at that time, there-

fore, wanting to the Christians; they had only their own ideas,

the internal and personal movement of their thought. It was

necessary that they should draw everything from themselves;

their doctrines, and the empire of their doctrines over the

will—the desire which they had to propagate themselves, to

take possession of the world—that was their whole power.

Still the activity and intellectual strength of the two societies

were prodigiously unequal. With its institutions, its professors,

its privileges, the one was nothing and did nothing—with its

single ideas, the other incessantly laboured and seized every-

thing.

All things in the fifth century attest the decay of the civil

schools. The contemporaneous writers, Sidonius Apollinaris

and Mamertius Claudianus, for example, deplore it in every page,

saying that the young men no longer studied, that professors

were without pupils, that science languished and was being

lost. They attempted, by a multitude of petty expedients, to

escape the necessity of long and vigorous studies. This was

a time of abbreviators of history, philosophy, grammar, and

rhetoric; and they evidently proposed to themselves not to

propagate instruction in the classes who would not study, but

to spare the labour of science to those who could but would
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not devote themselves to it. It was especially the youn»
men of the superior classes who frequented the schools; but
these classes, ns has been seen, were in rapid dissolution.
The schools fell with them; the institutions still existed, but
they were void—the soul had quitted the body.
The intellectual aspect of Christian society was very dif-

ferent. Gaul, in the fifth century, was under the influence of
three spiritual chiefs, of whom none lived there: Saint
Jerome 1 residing at Bethlehem, Saint Augustin* at Hippo,
Saint Paulin 3 at Nola: the latter only was a Gaul by birth!
They truly governed Gaulish Christianity; it was to them
that it addressed itself on all occasions, to receive ideas, solu-
tions, councils. Examples abound. A priest, born at the foot of
the Pyrenees, and who was called Vigilantius, travelled to Pa-
lestine. He there saw Saint Jerome, and engaged with him in
controversy concerning some questions of ecclesiastical doc-
trine or discipline. Upon his return to the Gauls, he wrote con-
cerning what he regarded as abuses. He attacked the worship
of martyrs, their relics, the miracles worked at their tombs,
liequent lusts, austerities, even celibacy. Scarcely was his
work published, than a priest, named Reparius, who lived in
his neighbourhood, probably in Dauphiny or Savov, ac-
quainted Saint Jerome with it, giving him an account at lar^e
of the contents of the book, and of its danger, as he said,
paint Jerome immediately answered Reparius, and his answer
is a first refutation, which promises a second more in detail.
Kepanus and another neighbouring priest, Didier, imme-
diately sent to Bethlehem by a third priest, Sisinnius, the
writings of v lgilantius; and in less than two years after thecommencement of the contest, Saint Jerome sent into the
rp.

a c°mPlete refutation, which rapidly spread there

tweenTu r
1

T* ^^ at the moment be-!ween Gaul and Saint Augustin, upon the subject of theheresy of 1 elagms concerning free-will and grace- therewas the same care on the part of the Gaulish priests [omf oi in the grand bishop of everything; the samtf activityon his part to answer their questions, to°remove their doubtf
to sustain, to direct their faith. Every heresy which

1 Bora in 331, died in 420.
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threatened, every question which arose, became, between

the Gauls on one side, and Hippo, Bethlehem, and Nola on

the other, the occasion of a long and rapid succession of

letters, messages, journeys, pamphlets. It was not even

necessary that a great question should arise, that general

and pressing religious interest should be involved. Simple

Christians, and women, were pre-occupied with certain ideas,

certain scruples; light was wanting to them; they had recourse

to the same doctors, the same remedies. A woman of Bayeux,

Hedibie, and at the same time a woman of Cahors, Algasie,

drew up, in order to address them to Saint Jerome, the one

twelve, the other eleven questions concerning philosophical,

religious, historical matters: they asked him the explanation

of certain passages of the Holy Scriptures; they wished to

know from him what were the conditions of moral perfec-

tion, 'or what conduct should be pursued in certain circum-

stances of life. In a word, they consulted him as a family

spiritual director; and a priest named Apodemus set out from

the heart of Brittany, charged to carry these letters into

the heart of Palestine, and to bring back the answers. The

same activity, the same rapidity of circulation reigned in the

interior of Gaulish Christianity. Saint Sulpicius Severus, the

companion and friend of Saint Martin of I ours, wrote a Life

of that saint while still living. It spread everywhere, in

Gaul, in Spain, and in Italy; copies of it were sold in all the

great towns; bishops sent for it witli eagerness. Whenever

a religious desire, doubt, or difficulty was manifested, doctors

laboured, priests travelled, writings circulated. And this

was no easy thing, this quick and vast correspondence.

Physical means were wanting; the roads were few and peri-

lous; questions had far to be carried, and long to wait for an

answer; active zeal—immovable, inexhaustible patience—was

necessary; lastly, that perseverance in moral wants was neces-

sary which at all times is a rare virtue, and which can alone

supply the imperfection of institutions.

Nevertheless, institutions began to rise, and to be regulated

among the Christians of Gaul. The foundation of the greater

portion of the large monasteries of the southern provinces

belongs to the first half of the fifth century. That of Saint

Faustin at Nimes, and another in his diocese, has been

attributed to Saint Castor, bishop of Apt about 422. About
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the same time, Cassienus founded at Marseilles that of Saint
Victor; Saint Ilonoratus and Saint Caprais that of Lerins,
the most celebrated ol the age, in one of the isles of Ilybres;
rather later arose that of Condator Saint Claude in Franehe-
Comte, that of Grigny in the diocese of Vienne, and many
others of less importance. The primitive character of the
Gaulish monasteries was entirely different from that of the
eastern monasteries. In the east, the monasteries were chiefly
for the purposes of solitude and contemplation; the men who
retired into the ihebaid desired to escape pleasures, tempta-
tions, and the corruptionof civil society; they Wished to abandon
themselves, far from social intercourse, to the transports of their
imagination, and to the rigours of their conscience. It was
not until a later period that they drew near each other in places
where at first they had been dispersed, and anchorites or
solitaries became cenobites, Koivofiiol, living in common. In the
west, despite the imitation of the east, monasteries had a
different origin; they began with life, in common with the
desire, not of isolation, but of union. Civil society was a prey
to all kinds of disorders; national, provincial, or municipal, it
was dissolving on all sides; a centre and an asylum was en-
tirely wanting to men who wished to discuss, exercise them-
selves, live together

; they found one in the monasteries:
thus monastic life, in its rise, had neither the contemplative
nor solitary character; on the contrary, it was highly socialand active; it kindled a focus of intellectual development; it
served as the instrument of fermentation and propagation ofideas The monasteries of the south of Gaul were philoso-

meu1n^b
l°^-

Cliri3lT ity; ifc Wad there that intellectualmen meditated, discussed, taught; it was from thence that
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aggravated: by this only shall we arrive at a full knowledge
and comprehension of their moral state.

There were, I believe, two great causes for the fact which I

have just described: 1st. the very nature of the subjects,

questions, intellectual labours with which the two societies

occupied themselves: 2nd. the very unequal freedom of minds

in one and the other.

Civil literature, if I may use the expression, presents at this

epoch in Gaul only four kinds of men and of works: gramma-
rians, rhetoricians, chroniclers, and poets; poets not on a large

scale, but on a small one, makers of epithalamiums, inscrip-

tions, descriptions, idyls, eclogues. These are the subjects upon

which what remained of the Roman mind exercised itself.

Christian literature was entirely different. It abounded in

philosophers, politicians, and orators; it agitated the most im-

portant questions, the most pressing interests. I shall now
place before you, always taking heed to confine myself to

Gaul, some proper names and some titles, a comparative view of

the principal writers and works of the two literatures. ^ ou

yourselves will deduce the consequences.

I do not here pretend to give a biographical or literary

enumeration, however far from complete. I only point out

the most eminent names and facts.

Among the grammarians with whom civil literature was

crowded, I shall name, 1st, Agroetius or Agritius, professor

at Bordeaux about the middle of the fourth century, by whom
we have remaining a treatise, or fragment of a treatise

on the property and varieties of the Latin tongue; Latin syno-

nymes, for example, temperantia, temperatio and temperies

;

percussus and pcrculsus

;

the author rests upon examples drawn

from the best authors-gCicero, Horace, Terence, Livy, &c.

—

for the distinctions whrcn he establishes. 2nd, Urbicus, also

professor at Bordeaux, celebrated chiefly for his profound

knowledge of the Greek language and literature. 3rd, Ur-

sulas and Harmonius, professors at Treves. Harmonius col-

lected the poems of Homer, adding thereto notes on false

readings, interpretations, &c.

By the side of the grammarians are the rhetoricians, whose

business was not only with teaching eloquence, but with

writing discourses, panegyrics on all the chief circumstances of

life, upon the occasion of fetes, civil solemnities, the death or
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accession of an emperor, &c. Twelve of these bravuras of vain

eloquence have been specially preserved and collected. The
four principal panegyrists are—first, Claudius Mamertinus,

author of an eulogy on the emperor Maximian, delivered

at Treves, the 20th of April, 292, the day on which the

foundation of Rome was celebrated; secondly, Eumenius, pro-

fessor of eloquence at Autun, author of four discourses

delivered from 297 to 311, in the presence and in honour of

Constantius Chlorus, and of Constantine; thirdly, Nazarius,

professor at Bordeaux, author of a panegyric on Constantine;
fourthly, Claudius Mamertinus, perhaps the son of the first,

author of a discourse delivered in 362 before Julian.

Among the Gaulish and pagan chroniclers of this epoch, the
most distinguished is Eutropius, who wrote his abridgment
of Roman history about the year 370.

I might extend the list of poets at pleasure, but it will
not be complained of that I only name three of them. The
most fertile, the most celebrated, and incontestably the most
spiritual and elegant, is Ausonius, who was born at Bordeaux
about 309, and died upon one of his estates in 394, after having
filled the highest public offices, and composed—first, one hun-
dred-and-forty epigrams; secondly, thirty-eight epitaphs;
thirdly, twenty idyls

; fourthly, twenty-four epistles; fifthly,

seventeen descriptions of towns, and a multitude of small
poems upon such subjects as the professors of Bordeaux, the
persons and incidents of his family, the twelve Cajsars, the
seven wise men of Greece, &c. &c.
An uncle of Ausonius, named Arborius, of Toulouse, has

leh a small poem, addressed to a young girl too finely dressed,
Ad virginem nimis cultam.
A poet of Poitiers, Rutilius Numatianus, who lived for

»ome time at Rome, and who returned to his country about
the year 416, upon his return wrote a poem entitled Itinera-
rium

;

or de Reditu

;

a curious work enough for details of
places, manners, and for the anger of the poet, against the
invasion of society by the Jews and the monks. lie was
evidently a pagan.

I pass to the Gaulish Christian society at the same epoch,
le rst name that I meet with is that of Saint Ambrose;

although he passed his life in Italy, I reckon him as a Gaul,



358 HISTORY OF

for he was born at Treves, about the year 340. His works
have been collected in two volumes folio. They contain
thirty-six different works—religious treatises, commentaries
upon the Bible, discourses, letters, hymns, &c. The most
extensive, and also the most curious, is entitled De Officiis

Ministrorum, (concerning the duties of ministers of the
church.)

At a future period I shall, perhaps, return to this work in

detail; at present I only wish to explain its character. You
would be tempted to believe, from the title, that it was
a treatise upon the particular duties of priests, and on the

manner in which they should acquit themselves of their

duties. You would be deceived ; it is a complete moral
treatise, in which the author, while on the subject of priests,

passes in review all human duties; he there sets down and
resolves a multitude of questions of practical philosophy.

By the side of Saint Ambrose I shall place Saint Paulin,

born, like him, in Gaul (at Bordeaux, about the year 353), and

who died, like him, a bishop, in Italy (at Nola, in 431). Many
of his works, among others his book against the pagans, are

lost; all that remains of him are some letters and poems;

but letters, at this period, had a very different importance

from what they have in modem times. Literature, properly

so called, held but little place in the Christian world; men
wrote very little for the sake of writing; for the mere pleasure

of manifesting their ideas; some event broke forth, a question

arose, and a book was often produced under the form of a

letter to a Christian, to a friend, to a church. Politics, reli-

gion, controversy, spiritual and temporal interests, general

and special councils—all are met with in the letters of this

time, and they are among the number of its most curious

monuments.
I have already named Saint Sulpicius Severus, of Tou-

louse 1 (or of some other town of Aquitaine, for his origin is

not known with certainty), and his Life of Saint Martin, of

Tours. He moreover wrote a Sacred History
,
one of the

first essays at ecclesiastical history attempted in the west; it

reaches from the beginning of the world up to the year 400,

and contains many important facts which are not found

elsewhere.
1 Boru about 355, died about 420.
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Nearly at the same time, or rather later, the monk Cas-
sienus, 1 a provincial by birth, as it would appear, though
he lived for a very long time in the east, published at Mar-
seilles, at the request of Saint Castor, bishop of Apt, his

Institutions and his Conferences, works written for the pur-
pose of making the western world acquainted with the
origin, principles, practices, and ideas, of the eastern monks.
It was at this period, as you have heard, that most of the
earlier monasteries in southern Gaul were founded by the
co-operation of Cassienus himself; so that these books of his

were prepared to meet an actual and practical want.
It recurs to me that before Cassienus I should have men-

tioned Saint Hilary, bishop of Poitiers, one of the most
active, most upright, and most eminent chiefs of the Gaulish
church, 2 who wrote a number of works, all of them of limited
extent, but all highly important in their time. They are, in
fact, for the most part, mere pamphlets upon the various
questions which were then engaging attention. After Chris-
tianity had grown beyond its infancy, the more eminent
bishops had two parts to play at one and the same time

—

that of philosopher and that of statesman. They possessed
the empire over ideas, or, at all events, the preponderating
influence in the intellectual order; and they had also to
administer the temporal affairs of the religious society. They
were called upon concurrently to fulfil two missions—to
mediate and to act, to convince and to govern. Hence the
prodigious variety, and hence also the haste, which very often
characterise their writings. These, in general, were works
got up altogether for the occasion—pamphlets intended, now
to solve a question of doctrine, now to discuss a matter of
business, to enlighten a soul, or oppose a civil disorder, to
answer a heresy, or to obtain a concession from the govern-
ment. The works of Saint Hilary are more especially im-
pressed with this character.
A monk, who was possibly acquainted with Saint Hilary,

since he lived for some time with St. Martin of Tours,
Evagnus, wrote two dialogues, entitled—the one, Conference
between Theophilus, a Christian, and Simon, a Jew—the
Other, Conference between Zacheus, a Christian, and Apollo-

1 Born about 360, died about 440. ! Died about 368.



360 HISTORY OF

nius, a philosopher—curious monuments of the manner in

which a Christian monk of the end of the fourth century
framed in his mind the question, on the one hand, between
Judaism and Christianity; and on the other, between Chris-

tianity and philosophy.

A little later than this, a priest of Marseilles, Salvienus, a

native of Treves, wrote his treatise On Avarice, a treatise on
religious morality, and his book, which I have already men-
tioned, De Gubernatione Dei, a work remarkable both as a
picture of the social state and manners of the period, and as

an attempt to acquit Providence from any share in the

miseries of the world, the blame of which he entirely throws

upon mankind themselves.

The Pelagian schism gave rise to a vast number of works,

among which, however, I will only mention those of Saint

Prosper of Aquitaine, and especially his poem, Against In-

grates, one of the happiest efforts of philosophical poetry that

ever emanated from the bosom of Christianity. Iiis Chronicle,

which extends from the origin of the world to the year 455,

is not without importance.

While the question of free will and of grace was agitating

the whole church, and more especially that of Gaul, that of

the immateriality of the soul was being more quietly dis-

cussed in the Narbonnese, between Faustus, 1 bishop of Riez,

who maintained that the soul is material, and Mamertius

Claudienus, 2 priest of Vienne, and brother of the bishop

Saint Mamertius, who defended the contrary opinion. The
letter in which Faustus sets forth his views, and the treatise

of Mamertius Claudienus, entitled On the Nature of the Soul,

are amongst the most curious monuments of the state of the

human mind in the fifth century, and I therefore propose to

make you acquainted with them in detail at a future period.

Of the Christian literature of this period, I will cite but

one more name, that of Gennadius, priest at Marseilles, who,

in his work entitled, Treatise on Illustrious Men, or Ecclesias-

tical Authors,from the middle of thefourth century to the end

of the fifth, has given us more information on the literary

history of the period than we find anywhere else. When you

compare these two lists, dry and incomplete as they are, of

1 Died in 490.
" Died about 473.
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authors and of works, do not the names, the titles alone, ex-
plain the difference in the intellectual state of the two societies?

The Christian writers address themselves at once to the

highest interests of thought and of life; they are active and
potent at once in the domain of intellect, and in that of
reality; their activity is rational, and their philosophy popular;
they treat of things which alike stir up the soul of the
anchorite in his solitude, and of nations in their cities. The
civil literature, on the contrary, has no reference to questions
either of principle or of passing events, to either the moral
wants or the household sentiments of the masses; it is entirely

a literature of convention and luxury, of coteries and of
schools, wholly and solely devoted, from the very nature of
the subjects which engage its attention, to the passing enter-
tainment of the nobles and the wits.

This is not all; we find another and a far different cause
for the diversity of the moral condition of the two societies:
liberty, that is to say, liberty of mind, was entirely wanting
to the one, while in the other it was real and powerful.

Indeed, it was impossible but that liberty should be wholly
wanting to the civil literature; that literature belonged to
civil society, to the old Roman world ; it was its image, its

amusement; it bore all its characteristics,—decay, sterility,

fertility, servility. The very nature, however, of the subjects
upon which it exercised itself, rendered the presence of these
characteristics very endurable. It kept entirely apart from
all the great moral questions, from all the real interests of
life, that is to say, from every career in which freedom of
mind is indispensable. Grammar, rhetoric, minor poetry,
very readily adapt themselves to servitude. To compile Latin
sjnonymes like Agrcecius—to criticise, like Arborius, a girl
over dressed—or even to celebrate, like Ausonius, the beauties
of the i loselle, required neither freedom nor, in truth, even
movement of mind. This subordinate literature has more
than once prospered extremely well under despotism, and in
the decline of societies.

‘ very keart of the schools, there was an entire absence
of liberty; the whole of the professors were removable at
any time. I he emperor had full power, not only to transfer
them from one town to another, but to cancel their appoint-
ment v\ henev er he thought fit. Moreover, in a great many
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of the Gaulish towns, the people themselves were against
them, for the people were Christians, at least in a great
majority, and as such had a distaste for schools which were
altogether pagan in origin and intention. The professors,
accordingly, were regarded with hostility, and often mal-
treated; they were, in fact, quite unsupported except by the
remnant of the higher classes, and by the imperial authority,
which still maintained order, and which having heretofore
often persecuted the Christians solely in compliance with the
clamorous demands of the people, now, in the fourth century,
protected the pagans against the people, either from an abstract

desire to preserve order, from deference to the wishes of dis-

tinguished citizens, themselves pagans or indifferent about
the matter, or out of that respect for old institutions, old

principles, which an old government ever retains. You may
thus readily perceive, in how dependent, powerless, pre-

carious, painful a position the professors were placed. That
of the students was scarcely any better. They were the

object of a multitude of inquisitorial, vexatious, police regula-

tions, against which they had no practical security. I will

read to you an edict of Yalentinian, which will give you a

clear idea of their situation; the edict itself only refers to the

students of the school at Rome, but the other schools of the

empire were conducted upon analogous rules and principles:

“ Valentinian, Valerius, and Gratian, to Ohjbrius, Prefect

of Home. (370.)

“ 1. All persons coming to study at Rome, must imme-
diately upon their arrival lay before the master of the census 1

letters from the provincial governors who have given them
permission to travel, setting forth their place of abode, their

age, their name, condition, and description. 2. They must de-

clare, also, at the same time, what studies they intend more
especially to pursue. 3. They must let the census office know,

from time to time, their place of abode in Rome, so that the

officers of that department may see to their following out the

studies which they have indicated as the object of their pur-

suit. 4. The aforesaid officers are charged to take care that

1 A magistrate, some of whose functions were analogous with those of

our prefect of police.
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the students conduct themselves at the lectures in a becoming
manner, avoiding all occasion of gaining an ill reputation, and
taking no part in any of those private associations among
themselves, which we regard as very little short of crimes;
they are not to visit the theatre too frequently, nor to indulge
in overfeasting and revelry. Any student who shall forget
the dignified demeanour due from him who pursues the liberal
arts, shall be publicly beaten with rods, put on board some
vessel, and, ignominiously expelled the city, be sent back
whence he came. Ihey who apply themselves assiduously to
their studies, may remain in Rome until their twentieth year;
should they then omit to return home of their own accord, let
the prefect have them removed, whether they will or no.
And that these regulations may be properly attended to, your
High Sincerity will forthwith direct the chief officers of the
census department to have drawn up, every month, a report
upon the said students, setting forth how many there are, who
they are, whence they came, their general character, and who
ot them, their time in Rome being completed, have to be sent
back to Africa, or other provinces Let a copy of these
reports be annually sent to us, that, thereby made acquainted
with the merits and acquirements of the students, we may
judge how far any ot them are necessary or desirable for our
service, i

Some of these precautions may very possibly have been, in
certam cases, necessary and proper; but it is at the same time
quite clear that in the system of which they were a leading a
ominant eature, in the schools ofwhose discipline they formed

the basis, there was no liberty.
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then examined and discussed by the chiefs of the religious
society ; and the decision formed, the belief adopted, the dogma
was in due time proclaimed. It is evident that, in such a
period as this, there must exist liberty, precarious, perhaps,
and transitory, but still real, and, to a considerable extent,
practical.

1 he state of the legislation against heresy was not as yet
mortal to it; the principle of persecution, the idea that truth
had a right to govern by force, occupied men’s minds, but it

did not yet dominate in facts. Civil power began to lend a
strong hand to the church against the heretics, and to be
severe against them; they were exiled, certain functions were
interdicted them, they were despoiled of their property; some
even, as the Priscillianists, in 385, were condemned to death:
the laws of the emperors, especially those of Theodosius the
Great, were full of menaces and provisions against heresy; the
course of things, in short, evidently tended to tyranny: civil

power, however, still hesitated to make itself the instrument
of doctrines; the greatest bishops, Saint Hilary, Saint Am-
brose, Saint Martin, still cried out against all capital condem-
nation of heretics, saying that the church had no right to

employ other than spiritual arms. In a word, although the
principle of persecution was in progress, and in very threat-

ening progress, liberty was still stronger: a dangerous and
tempestuous liberty, but active and general; a man was an
heretic at his peril; but he might be one if he pleased; and
men might sustain, they did sustain, their opinions, for a long

period, with energy, with publicity. It will suffice to glance

at the canons of the councils of this epoch in order to be con-

vinced that liberty was still great: with the exception of two
or three great general councils, these assemblies, particularly

in Gaul, scarcely concerned themselves with anything more
than discipline; questions of theory, of doctrine, appeared
there rarely and only upon great occasions; it tvas more
especially the government of the church, her situation, the

rights and duties of priests, that they treated of and decided

upon : a proof that, in numerous points, diversity of ideas was
admitted and debate still open.

Thus, on one side, the very nature of the labours, and on

the other the situation of minds, fully explain the intellectual
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superiority of the religious society over the civil society;
the one state was earnest and free, the other servile and
frivolous: what is there to add?

But one final observation, one, however, which is not
without importance, and which, perhaps, fully explains why
civil literature was on the point of death, while religious
literature lived and prospered so energetically.

For the culture of mind, for the sciences, for literature, to
prosper by themselves, independently of all near and direct
interest, happy and peaceable times are requisite, times of
contentment and good fortune for men. When the social
state becomes difficult, rude, unhappy, when men suffer much
and long, study runs a great risk of being neglected and
of declining. The taste for pure truth, the appreciation of the
beautiful, apart from all other desire, are plants as delicnte as
they are noble; they must have a pure sky, a brilliant sun, a
soft atmosphere; amid storms they droop the head and fade.
Intellectual development, the labour of mind to attain truthj
will stop unless placed in the train, and under the shield, of
some one of the actual, immediate, powerful interests of
humanity. This is what happened at the fall of the Roman
empire: study, literature, pure intellectual activity, were
unable alone to resist disasters, sufferings, universal dis-
couragement; it was necessary that they should be attached
to popular sentiments and interests; that they should cease
to appear a luxury, and should become a need. 'The Christian
religion furnished them with the means; by uniting with
it, philosophy and literature were saved the ruin °which
menaced them; their activity had then practical, direct
results; they showed an application to direct men in their
conduct, towards their welfare. It may be said withoutcxaggmatmn that the human mind proscribed, beaten down

th the storm, took refuge in the asylum of churches and
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I hall not o any further into this comparison of the moral
state of the two societies in the fifth century; we know
enough of it, I think, to understand them both clearly. It is



366 HISTORY OF

now necessary to enter deeper into the examination of the
religious society, alone living and fertile; it is necessary to

seek to discover what questions occupied it, what solutions

were proposed to it, what controversies were powerful and
popular, what was their influence upon the life and actions

of mankind. This will be the subject of our next lectures.
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FIFTH LECTURE.

Of the principal questions debated in C.aul in the fifth century—Of Pela
gitmism—Of the method to follow in its history—Of the moral facts

which gave place to this controversy : 1st. of human liberty
; 2nd, of the

impoteucy of liberty, and the necessity for an external succour; 3rd, of
the influence of external circumstances upon liberty

; -tth, of the moral
changes which happen in the soul without man attributing them to his
will—Of the questions which naturally arose from these facta—Of the
special point of view under which we should consider them in the
Christian church in the fifth century—History of Pelagianism at Borne,
in Africa, in the East, and in Gaul—Pelagius—Celestius—Saint Au-
gustin— History of semi-Pelagianism— Cassienus— Faustus Saint
Prosper of Aquitaine—Of predestination—Influence and general results
of this controversy.

In the last lecture, I attempted to picture, but only under its
geneial features, the comparative moral state of civil society
and of religious society in Gaul at the fifth century. Let us
enter deeper into the examination of religious society the
only one which furnishes ample matter for study and reflection.

lhe principal questions which occupied the Gaulish
Christian society in the fifth century were— 1st, Pelagianism,
or the heresy of 1 elagius, the principal opponents of which

in
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’ the nature of the soul
> debated

Mo n t V? r
aiU bet'veen bishoP Faustus and the priestMamertius Claudienus; 3rd, various points of worship and of

discipline, rather than of doctrine, such as the worship of

neblm^
th
H
Va Ue *° be attached t0 fastings, austerities,

celibacy, &c., these, as you have seen, were the objects to
which Y.gilantius applied his writings; 4th, the prolongation
o t ae struggle of C hristianity against Paganism and Juda-
ism, the theses of the two dialogues of the monk Evagrius,
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between the Jew Simon and the Christian Theophilus, and
the Christian Zacheus and the philosopher Apollonius.

Of all these questions, Pelagianism was by far the most
important: it was the great intellectual controversy of the

church in the fifth century, as Arianism had been in the

fourth. It is with its history that we are now about to

occupy ourselves.

Every one is aware that this controversy turned upon the

question of free-will and of grace, that is to say, of the rela-

tions between the liberty of man, and the Divine power, of

the influence of God upon the moral activity of men.

Before proceeding with the history of this affair, I will in-

dicate the method upon which I propose to proceed.

The mere statement of the question will show you that it

was one not peculiar either to the fifth century or to

Christianity, but that it is a universal problem common to all

times and all places, and which all religions, all systems of

philosophy, have propounded to themselves, and have endea-

voured to solve.

It has, therefore, manifest reference to primitive, universal,

moral facts, facts inherent in human nature, and which

observation may discover there. I will, in the first place,

seek out these facts; I will endeavour to distinguish in man
in general, independently of all considerations of time, place,

or particular creed, the natural elements, the first matter, so

to speak, of the Pelagian' controversy. I shall bring these

facts to light, without adding anything thereto, without re-

trenching anything therefrom, without discussing them, solely

applied to prove and describe them.

I shall then show what questions naturally flowed from

natural facts, what difficulties, what controversies, arose out

of them, independently of all particular circumstances of time,

place, or social state.

This done, and, if I may so express myself, the general

theoretical side of the question once thoroughly established,

I shall determine under what special point these moral facts

should be considered at the fifth century, by the defenders of

the various opinions in debate.

Finally, after having thus explained from what sources

and under what auspices Pelagianism was born, I shall recount

its history; I shall attempt to follow, in their relations and
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their progress, the principal ideas which it suscitated, in order
properly to understand what was the state of mind at the
moment when this great controversy arose, what it did
therein, and at what point it left it.

I must request your most scrupulous attention, especially
in the examination of the moral facts to which the question
attaches itself: they are difficult properly to understand, to
express with precision; I should wish nothing should be want-
ing to them in clearness and certainty, and I have hardly time
to indicate them in a cursory manner.
The first, that which forms the foundation of the whole

quarrel, is liberty, free will, the human will. In order to
understand this fact exactly, it must be disengaged from all

foreign element, and strictly reduced to itself. It is, I believe,
for want of this care that it has been so often but ill compre-
hended; men have not placed themselves in front of the fact
of liberty, and of that alone; they have seen and described it,

so to speak, mixed up with other facts which occupy a very
close position to it in moral life, but do not the less essentially
differ from it. For example, they have made human liberty
to consist in the power to deliberate and choose between
motives of action; the deliberation and judgment which pro-
ceed therefrom have been considered as the essence of free
will. It is nothing of the kind. These are acts of intellect,
and not of liberty; it is before the intellect that the different
motives of action, interests, passions, opinions, &e., appear;
the intellect considers, compares, estimates, weighs, and finally
judges them. This is a preparatory work, which precedes
the act of will, but does not in any way constitute it. When
the deliberation has taken place, when man has taken full
cognizance of the motives which presented themselves to him,
and of their value, then comes an entirely new fact, entirely
different, the fact of liberty; man takes a resolution, that is to
say, commences a series of facts which have their source in
himself, of winch he looks upon himself as the author, which
arise because he wishes it and which would not arise unless

}

G 1C
.

"°uld be different if he desired to pro-
duce them differently. Remove all recollection of intellectual
deliberation, of motives known and appreciated; concentre
your thought and that of the man who takes a resolution at the
very moment that it occurs to him, when he says: “ I will

b b *
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I will do so,” and ask yourself, ask him, if he could not
will and do otherwise. Of a surety, you will answer—he will

answer, “ Yes. ” Here the fact of liberty is shown : it

resides complete in the resolution which man takes after

deliberation: it is the resolution which is the proper act of

man, which subsists by him, and by him alone; a simple act,

independent of all the facts which precede it, or surround it;

identical in the most diverse circumstances; always the same,

whatever may be its motives and its results.

Man sees this act just as he produces it; he knows himself

to be free, he is conscious of his liberty. The conscience is

that faculty which man possesses of contemplating what passes

within him, of being present at his own existence, of being as

it were a spectator of himself. "Whatever may be the facts

which are accomplished within man, it is by the fact of con-

science that they are shown to him; the conscience attests

liberty, the same as sensation, as thought; man sees, knows
himself free, as he sees, as he knows himself thinking, reflect-

ing, judging. People have often attempted, even now they

attempt to establish, between these various facts, some sort of

inequality of clearness, of certainty: they rise against what

they call the assumption of introducing the facts of conscience,

unknown and obscure facts, into science; sensation, percep-

tion, say they, these are clear, proved; but the facts of con-

science, where are they? what are they? I do not think there

is any need to insist long on this point: sensation, perception,

are facts of conscience as well as liberty; man sees them in the

same manner, with the same degree of light, and of certainty.

He may lend his attention to certain facts of conscience,

rather than others, and forget or misunderstand those which

he regards not: the opinion to which I have this moment

made allusion is proof of this: but when he observes himself

in a complete manner, when he is present without losing any

part of it, at the spectacle of his internal life, he has little

trouble in being convinced that all the scenes pass upon the

same stage, and are known to him on the same principle and

in the same manner.

I desire that the fact of human liberty, thus reduced to its

proper and distinctive nature, should remain fully present to

your thought; for its confusion with other facts, bordering

upon, but different from it, was one of the chief causes of
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trouble and debate in the great controversy with which we
have to occupy ourselves.

A second fuct, equally natural, equally universal, played a
considerable part in this controversy.

At the same time that man felt himself free, that he saw
in himself the faculty of commencing, by his will alone, a
series of facts, he also acknowledged that liis will was placed
under the empire of a certain law which, according to the
occasions to which it applied itself, took different names, mo-
ral law, reason, good sense, &c. lie is free; but, in his own
thought, his freedom is not arbitrary; he may use it in a
senseless, unjust, guilty manner; and each time that he uses
it, a certain rule must preside at it. The observation of this
rule is his duty, the task of his liberty.

He will soon see that he never fully acquits himself of this
task, nor acts perfectly according to reason, moral law; that,
always free, that is to say, morally capable of conforming
himselt to this rule, he, in fact, does not accomplish all thut
he ought, or even all that he can. Upon every occasion, when
he scrupulously interrogates himself, and sincerely answers
himselt, he is forced to say: “ I might have done so and so, if
I had chosen;’ but his will was enervated, backward; it
went neither to the end of its duty, nor of its power.

This fact is evident, one ot which all may give witness;
there is even this singularity, that the feeling of this weak-
ness ot the will becomes often so much the more clear, so
much the more pressing, as the moral man is developed and
perfected: the best men, tliat is, those who have best con-
formed their will to reason, to morality, have often been the
most struck with their insufficiency, the most convinced of the
profound inequality between the conduct of man and his task
between liberty and its law.

Hence arises a sentiment which is found under various
forms, in all men; the feeling of the necessity of an external
support, of a fulcrum for the human will, a power which may
be added to its present power, and sustain it at need. Man:
seeks on all sides to discover this fulcrum, this aiding
power; lie demands it in the encouragements of friendship, in
the councils of the wise m the example, the approbation of
those like himself; in the fear of blame; there is no one but
has every day

, in his own conduct, a thousand proofs to cite
b b 2
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of this movement of the soul, eager to find beyond itself an
aid to its liberty, which it feels at once to be real and insuffi-

cient. And as the visible world, the human society, do not
always answer to his desire, as they are afflicted with the same
unsufficingness which is seen in his own case, the soul goes
beyond the visible world, above human relations, to seek this

fulcrum of which it has need: the religious sentiment de-

velops itself; man addresses himself to God, and invokes his

aid. Prayer is the most elevated, but not the only form,

under which the universal sentiment of the weakness of human
will, this recourse to an external and allied power, is mani-
fested.

And such is the nature of man, that when he sincerely

asks this support, he obtains it, that his merely seeking it is

almost sufficient to secure it. Whosoever, feeling his will

weak, sincerely invokes the encouragement of a friend, the

influence of wise councils, the support of public opinion, or

addresses himself to God by prayer, soon feels his will

fortified, sustained, in a certain measure, and for a certain

time. This is a fact of daily experience, and which is easy of

verification.

Here is a third whose importance should not be forgotten;

I mean the influence of circumstances independent of man
upon the human will, the empire of the external world upon
liberty. No one denies the fact, but it is necessary to

estimate it with exactness, for, if I do not deceive myself, it

is generally ill comprehended.

I just now distinguished liberty from the deliberation which

precedes it, and which is accomplished by the intellect. Now
the circumstances independent of man, whatsoever they be,

the place, the time when the man was born, habits, manners,

education, events, influence in no way the act of liberty,

such as 1 have endeavoured to describe it; it is not reached

nor modified by them; it always remains identical and com-

plete, whatever the motives which call it forth. It is upon

these motives, in the sphere where intellect displays itself,

that external circumstances exercise and exhaust their power.

The age, the country, the world, in the heart of which life

passes away, infinitely vary the elements of the deliberation

which precedes the will: in consequence of this variation,

certain facts, certain ideas, certain sentiments, in this intellec-
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tual labour, are present or absent, near or at a distance,

powerful or weak; and the result of this deliberation, that is

to say the judgment formed upon the motives, is greatly

affected by it. But the act of the will which follows it remains

essentially the same: it is only indirectly, and by reason of

the diversity of the elements introduced into the deliberation,

that the conduct of men undergoes this inHuence of the

external world. One illustration, I hope, will make me
fully understood. In accordance with the customs of his

tribe, to fulfil what he regards as a duty, a savage reluctantly

kills his aged and infirm father: a European, on the contrary,

supports his parent, tends him, devotes himself to the alleviation

of his old age and infirmities; nothing assuredly can be more
different than the ideas which, in the two cases, constitute the
groundwork of the deliberation which precedes the action,

and the results which accompany it: nothing more unequal
than the legitimacy, the moral worth of the two actions in

themselves, but as to the resolution, the free and personal
act of the European, and of the savage, are they not alike, if

accomplished with the same intention, and with the same
degree of effort?

Thus the influence of circumstances independent of the
will, upon the motives and the consequences of free action, is

immense, but that is the only field in which it exercises itself:

the lower fact placed between deliberation and exterior action,
the fact of liberty, remains the same, and accomplishes itself
in like manner amidst the most varying elements.

I now come to the fourth and last of the great moral facts,
a knowledge of which is indispensable, before we can com-
prehend the history of Pelagianism. There are many others
which I might enumerate; but these are of minor importance,
odious results of those which I here describe, and I have no
time to enter into an account of them.

I here are certain changes, certain moral events, which
accomplish and manifest themselves in man without his being
able to refer their origin to an act of his will, or being able
to recognise their author.

This assertion may at first glance surprise some of you; I
will endeavour to illustrate it by analogous facts, which occur
more frequently within the domain of intelligence, and are
more readily apprehended.
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There is no one who at some time or other of his life after
laboriously seeking some idea, some reminiscence, has not fallen
asleep in the midst of the search without having succeeded in
it, and next morning, on awaking, found the desired object
fully present to his mind. There is no scholar to whom it has
not occurred to have retired to rest without having acquired the
lesson he has been studying, and to have arisen next morning
and learned it without the least difficulty. I might show
many other illustrations of the same description: I select
these as the simplest and most incontestable.

I deduce from them this consequence: independently of the
voluntary and deliberate activity of the will, a certain interior

and spontaneous labour accomplishes itself in the understand-
ing of man, a labour which we do not direct or control, of
which we have no opportunity of observing the progress, and
yet a real and productive labour.

There is, after all, nothing strange in this: every one of us

brings with him into the world an intellectual nature of his

own. Man, by the operation of his will, directs and modifies,

exalts or debases his moral being, but he does not create it;

he has received it, and received it endowed with certain indi-

vidual dispositions, with a spontaneous force. The inborn
diversity of men in the moral point of view, as in the physical,

is beyond dispute. Now, in the same way that the physical

nature of each man develops itself spontaneously and by its

own virtue, so, in the same way, though in a very unequal

degree, there is operated in his intellectual nature, set in

motion by his relations with the external world, or by his will

itself, a certain involuntary, imperceptible development, and,

to use an expression, which I only avail myself of because it

figuratively expresses the idea I wish to convey, a sort of

vegetation, bearing naturally, and in due course, its fruits.

That which takes place in the intellectual order, happens

in like manner in the moral order. Certain facts occur in

the interior of the human soul which it does not refer to itself,

which it does not recognise as the work of its own will; there

are certain days, certain moments, in which it finds itself in a

different moral state from that which it was last conscious of

under the operation of its own will. It cannot trace back

the progress of the change to its source; it had nothing to do

with it, it took place without its concurrence. In other
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words, the moral man does not wholly create himself; he is

conscious that causes, that powers external to himself, act
upon him and modify him imperceptibly; in his moral life, as
in his luture destiny, there are points utterly inexplicable to
him, of which he knows nothing.

Nor is it necessary, to convince himself of this fact, that he
should turn to those great moral revolutions, those sudden,
marked changes, which the human soul, undoubtedly, may at
times experience, but which ever receive a high colouring
from the imagination of the narrators, and of which it is diffi-
cult to form an adequate appreciation. It is only necessary
to look into oneself, to discover there more than one example
of these involuntary modifications. There is no one, who, on
observation of his internal life, will not easily recognise that
the \ icissitudes, the development of his moral beiug, are not
all the result, either of the action of liis will, or of the ex-
ternal circumstances that are known to him.

Such are the principal moral facts connected with the
Pelagian controversy, such as human nature, simple, universal
nature, communicates them to us, apart from the historical
details, the particular circumstance of Pelagianism itself. You
at once see, that from these facts alone, still apart from all
special and accidental elements, there results a multitude of
questions, the groundwork of many a grave discussion. And,
in the first place, we may question the reality of the facts
themselves: all of them, indeed, are not equally exposed to
this danger; the fact of human liberty, for instance, is more
evident, more irresistible, than any of the rest; yet even this
has been denied, as all things may be denied, seeing that there
are no bounds to the vast field of error.
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want of due attention on the part of the soul, to its not re-

membering all that passes within itself, to its having forgotten

some act of the will, some resolution, some impression, which
has produced consequences, the thread of which it lias not
followed, the development of which it has not observed. Or,
to explain these obscure, doubtful facts of the moral life, re-

course may at once be had to a direct, special action, of God
upon man, to a permanent relation between the action of God
and the activity of man. Or, finally, attempts may be made
to reconcile these facts together in various ways; to reduce
them into a system upon such or such a principle, to refer

them to such or such a general doctrine upon the nature and
destiny of man and of the world. Thus, in a variety of ways,

an infinity of questions may arise; from the nature alone of

the facts under consideration, taken in themselves and in their

generality, they are a fruitful subject of discussion.

And how much wider still the field of controversy, -when

particular, local, temporary causes vary still more the point of

view under which we regard these questions, modify the cogni-

zance which the human mind takes of them, diverting its

inquiries into one direction rather than into another, giving

greater or less prominence, greater or less effect to this or to

that fact. This, which always happens, happened of course

in the fifth century. I have endeavoured to reascend with

you to the natural and purely moral sources of the Pela-

gian controversy: it is now necessary that we should consider

its historical origins; they are no less necessary to the proper

comprehension of it.

In the bosom of the Christian church, the moral facts which

I have described were, as a matter of inevitable course, con-

sidered in various points of view.

Christianity was an essentially practical revolution, not a

mere scientific, speculative reform. Its prominent aim was

to change the moral state, to govern the life of men; and not

only that of particular men, but of whole nations, of the entire

human race.

This was a prodigious innovation. The Greek philosophy,

at least since the period when its history becomes clear and

certain, was essentially scientific, was applied far more to the

research of truth than to the reformation and direction of

manners. There were only two of its schools which took a
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somewhat different direction. It entered into the formal

plan of the stoics, and of the new Platonists, to exercise a

moral influence, to regulate the conduct, as well as to enlighten

the understanding; but their ambition in this respect was
limited to a small number of disciples—to a sort of intellectual

aristocracy.

It was, on the contrary, the special and characteristic

design of Christianity to effect a moral reformation, a universal
reformation—to govern throughout the world, in the name of
its doctrines, the will and the life of men.
As an almost inevitable consequence, among the moral

facts which constitute our nature, the chiefs of the Christian
society would apply themselves especially to give prominence
to those which are more peculiarly calculated to exercise
a reforming influence, to bring about with greater prompti-
tude practical effects. Towards these would the atten-
tion of the great bishops, of the fathers of the church, be
drawn; for from them they derived the means of impelling
Christianity onward in its career, and of accomplishing their
own mission.

Again, the fulcrum of the moral Christian reformation was
religion; it was religious ideas, the relations of man with the
Divinity, of the present with the future life, that constituted
her force. Her chiefs accordingly would, among moral
facts, prefer and favour those whose tendency is religious,
which belong to the religious part of our nature, and are, so
to speak, placed on the limits of present duties, and of future
hopes, of morality and of religion.

The wants ot Christianity, and its means of action for
effecting moral reform, and governing men, varied necessarily
with time and place: it had to address itself in the human
soul noi\ to one fact, now to another; to-day, to one condition
ot tilings -to-morrow, to another. It is evident, for instance,
that at \ anous times, from the first to the fifth century, the
task ot the chiefs of the religious society was not uniformly
the same, and could not be accomplished by the same means.
Ihe predominant fact ot the first century was the struggle
against paganism—the necessary efforts to overthrow an
order of things odious to the state of men’s souls—the work,
in a woid, of revolution, of war. There was incessant ne-
cessity for appealing to the spirit of liberty, of examination,
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to the energetic display of the will; this was the moral fact
which Christian society of this period invoked and displayed
constantly, on all occasions.

In the fifth century, things were in a different situation.
The war was at an end, or nearly so—the victory achieved.
The Christian leaders had now to regulate the religious
society, to promulgate its articles of faith, to order its dis-

cipline, to constitute it, in a word, on the ruins of that pagan
world over which it had triumphed. These vicissitudes are
to be met with in all great moral revolutions. I need not
give you further instances of it. You perceive that at this

period it was no longer the spirit of liberty which it was
necessary constantly to invoke. That which was now to be
cultivated in its turn, was a disposition in the people favour-
able to the establishment of rule, of order; to the exercise of

power.

Apply these considerations to the natural and moral facts

which I have pointed out as the sources of the Pelagian con-
troversy, and you will easily distinguish those whose develop-

ment the chiefs of the church were more especially called

upon to promote in the fifth century.

There was another cause which modified the point of view
under which they considered our moral nature. The facts

which relate to human liberty, and the problems which arise

out of those facts, are not isolated facts or isolated problems;

they are closely connected with other facts, with other pro-

blems still more general and complex; for instance, with the

question of the origin of good and evil, with the question

of the general destiny of man, and its essential relations with

the designs of God as to the world. Now, upon these higher

questions, there already existed in the church determinate

doctrines, fixed propositions, accepted solutions; so that

when new questions arose, the chiefs of the religious society

had to adapt their ideas to the general ideas, to the established

opinions. Hence for them this complicated situation: certain

facts, certain moral problems attracted their attention; they

might have examined and judged them as philosophers, with

all the freedom of their minds, apart from all external consi-

derations, from all but the scientific point of view; but then they

were invested with an official power; they were called upon to

govern their people, to regulate their actions, and to direct their
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will. Hence a practical political necessity, which weighed down
upon the philosophic operation and turned it aside. Nor
was this all; philosophers and politicians, they were at the
same time compelled to the functions of pure logicians, to

conform implicitly on all occasions to the consequences of
certain principles, of certain immutable doctrines. They thus,

as it were, played three parts at once, underwent at once
three yokes; they had to consult atone and the same time
the nature of t lungs, practical necessity, and hope. When-
ever a new question arose, whenever they were called upon
to take cognizance of moral facts to which they had not as
yet applied particular attention, they had to think and to
act in this triple character, to fulfil tliis triple mission.

This, however, was not, in the religious society, the po-
sition of all its members; there were many Christians who
did not regard themselves as called upon, on the one hand, to
direct the moral government of the church, nor as bound, on
the other, to follow out, through all its consequences, its

system ol doctrines. Among the numbers so situated, there
could not fail to arise men who assumed the right of observ-
ing and ol' acquiring for themselves such or such moral facts,
without taking much heed to their practical influences, or
to their place in, and connexion with, a general system; men
with minds less capacious, less powerful than those of the
great chiefs ot the church, but who, having fuller career in a
less crowded field, imposing upon themselves a simpler and
more easy task, might very well arrive at more precise and
definite knowledge upon particular points. Thus arose the
heresiarehs.

Ihus arose Pelagianism. You are by this time, I hope,
acquainted with the great preliminary, and, as it were, ex-
ternal circumstances which influenced its destiny; you have
belore you: 1, the principal natural facts upon which the
dispute turned; 2, the questions which naturally arose out of
those tacts; 3, the special point of view under which these
facts and these questions were considered in the fifth cen-
tury by the leaders of the religious society, and by the active
and investigating minds which spring up in its bosom. Thus
possessed of the guiding thread, the illuminating torch, we
may now advantageously proceed to the history of the Pela-
gian controversy itself.
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The controversy arose early in the fifth century. The
question of free will, and of the action of God upon the
human soul, had, indeed, already occupied the attention of

the Christians, as is attested by the letters of St. Paul, and
by many other monuments; but the facts brought forward
had been either accepted or rejected, as the case .might be,

almost without discussion. Towards the ciose of the fourth

century, men began to examine them more closely; and some
of the chiefs of the church already began to entertain some
uneasiness on the subject. “We must not,” says St. Augustin
himself, “ we must not discourse much of grace to men who
are not yet Christians, or thoroughly confirmed Christians;

for it is a knotty question, and one which may give the faith

much trouble.”

About the year 405, a British monk, Pelagius (this is the

name given him by the Greek and Latin writers; his real

name, it appears, was Morgan), was residing at Rome.
There has been infinite discussion as to his origin, his moral

character, his capacity, his learning ; and, under these various

heads, much abuse has been lavished upon him; but this

abuse would appear to be unfounded, forjudging from the most

authoritative testimony, from that of St. Augustin himself,

Pelagius was a man of good birth, of excellent education, of

pure life. A resident, as I have said, at Rome, and now a

man of mature age, without laying down any distinct doc-

trines, without having written any book on the subject, Pela-

gius began, about the year I have mentioned, 405, to talk

much about free will, to insist urgently upon this moral fact,

to expound it. There is no indication that he attacked any

person about the matter, or that he sought controversy; he

appears to have acted simply upon the belief that human

liberty was not held in sufficient account, had not its due

share in the religious doctrines of the period.

These ideas excited no trouble in Rome, scarcely any

debate. Pelagius spoke freely; they listened to him quietly.

His principal disciple was Celestius, like him a monk, or so

it is thought at least, but younger, more confident, of a more

daring spirit, and more determined to prosecute the conse-

quences of his opinions to the end.

In 411, Pelagius and Celestius are no longer at Rome;

we find them in Africa, at Hippo and at Carthage. In the
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latter town, Celestius put forth his ideas: a controversy was
immediately begun between him and the deacon Paulinus, who
accused him of heresy before the bishop. In 412 a council
was assembled; Celestius appeared there, and vigorously de-
fended himself; he was excommunicated, and, after having in
vain essayed an appeal to the bishop of Home, passed into
Asia, whither Pelagius, it seems, had preceded him.

Their doctrines spread; they found in the islands of the
Mediterranean, among others in Sicily and at Rhodes, a fa-
vourable reception; they sent to Saint Augustin a small work
ot Celestius, entitled Definitioncs

, which many people were
eager to read. Hilary, a Gaul, wrote to him about it with
great uneasiness. The bishop of Ilippo began to be alarmed;
he saw in these new ideas error and peril.

At first, among the facts relative to the moral activity
of man, that of free will was almost the only one with which
Pelagius and Celestius seemed to be occupied. Saint Au-
gustin v as of the same beliel as they, and had more than
once proclaimed it; but other facts, in his opinion, ought to
occupy a place by the side ot this one; for example, the in-
sufficiency ot the human will, the necessity tor exterior
aid, and the moral changes which happen in the soul, without
hei being able to claim them. Pelagius and Celestius seemed
to count these nothing: this was the first cause of the contest
between them and the bishop of Hippo, whose greater
mind considered moral nature under a greater number of
aspects.

Besides, Pelagius, by the almost exclusive importance which
lie gave to free-will, weakened the religious side of the Christian
doctrine, and strengthened, if I may use the expression, thehuman side. Liberty is the fact of man; he appears there
alone. In the insufficiency of the human will, on the con-
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Saint Augustin was the chief'of the doctors of the church,
called upon more than any other to maintain the general
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system of her doctrines. Now, the ideas of Pelagius and
of Celestius seemed to him in contradiction with some of
the fundamental points of the Christian faith, especially with
the doctrine of original sin and of redemption. He attacked
them, therefore, in a triple relation: as a philosopher, because
their knowledge of human nature was, in his eyes, narrow
and incomplete; as a practical reformer, and charged with the

government of the church, because, according to him, they
weakened his most efficacious means of reformation and
government; as a logician, because their ideas did not exactly

agree with the consequences deduced from the essential prin-

ciples of the faith.

You see, from that time, what a serious aspect the quarrel

took: everything was engaged in it, philosophy, politics, and
religion, the opinions of Saint Augustin and his business, his

self-love and his duty. He entirely abandoned himself to

it, publishing treatises, writing letters, collecting informa-

tion, which came to him from all parts, prodigal of refuta-

tions, and of counsels, and carrying into all his writings, all

his proceedings, that mixture of passion and mildness, of

authority and of sympathy, extent of mind and logical rigour,

which gave him so rare a power.

Pelagius and Celestius, on their side, did not remain in-

active; they had found powerful friends in the east. If Saint

Jerome fulminated against them at Bethlehem, John, bishop

of Jerusalem, zealously protected them: he convoked, on their

account, an assembly of the priests of his church. Orosius, the

Spaniard, a disciple of Saint Augustin, and who happened to

be in Palestine, repaired thither, and stated all that had

passed in Africa upon the subject of Pelagius, as well as the

errors of which he was accused. On the recommendation of

bishop John, Pelagius wTas called; they asked him if he really

taught what Augustin had refuted. “ What is Augustin

to me?” answered he. Many present were shocked. Au-
gustin was then the most celebrated and most respected

doctor of the church. They desired to expel Pelagius, and

even to excommunicate him; but John turned aside the blow,

caused Pelagius to be seated, and interrogated him, saying,

“ It is I who am Augustin here; it is me that thou shalt

answer.” Pelagius spoke Greek, liis accuser Orosius spoke
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only Latin; the members of the assembly did not understand
him; they separated without deciding anything.
A short time afterwards, in the month of December, 415, a

council was held in Palestine, at Diospolis, the ancient
Lydda, composed of fourteen bishops, and under the presi-
dency of Eulogius, bishop of Cajsaria. Two Gaulish bishops,
exiles from their sees, Iieros, bishop of Arles, and Lazarus,
bishop of Aix, had addressed to him a new accusation against
Pelagius. They were not present at the council, alleging
illness, and probably informed that he was little favourable
to them. Pelagius appeared there, still protected by tho
bishop of Jerusalem: they interrogated him concerning his
opinions; lie explained them, modified them, adopted alfthat
the council presented to him as the true doctrine of the
church, recounted what he had already suffered, spoke of
his relations with many holy bishops, with Augustin him-
self, who, two years previously, had written him a letter in-
tended to contest some of his ideas, but full of benevolence
and mildness. The accusation of Heros and of Lazarus was
read, but only in Latin, and by the interposition of an inter-
preter. The council declared itself satisfied; Pelagius was
acquitted and declared orthodox.
The report of this decision soon arrived in Africa, from

Africa into Europe, from city to city. As soon as Saint
Augustin was informed of the results of the council of Dios-
polis, although he had not yet received its acts, he put every-
thing m motion to resist their effects.

About the same time an incident occurred in Palestine
which threw a gloomy hue over the cause of Pelagius. Heremained at Jerusalem, and there had professed his ideas with agreater degree ot assurance. A violent commotion broke out
at Bethlehem against.Saint Jerome and the monasteries whichwere formed near him : serious excesses were committed;houses were pillaged burnt, a deacon killed; and Jerome wasobliged to seek safety in a tower. The PelagitnT it is
said, were the authors of these disorders: nothing provesam rathCr lncUned t0 doubt it; still there wSroom for suspicion; it was generally believed, and a great
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Two solemn councils sat this year (416) in Africa, at Car-
thage and at Milevum; sixty-eight bishops were present at the

one, sixty-one at the other. Pelagiusandhisdoctrineswere there
formally condemned; the two assemblies informed the pope of

their decision, and St. Augustin wrote to him privately, with
four other bishops, giving him a more detailed account of the

whole affair, and induced him to examine Pelagius in order

to proclaim truth and anathematise error.

On the 27th January, 417, Innocent answered the two
councils, to the five bishops, and condemned the doctrines of

Pelagius.

He did not deem himself beaten; two months afterwards,

Innocent died; Zosimus succeeded him; Celestius returned

to Rome; he obtained from the new pope a new examination, at

which he probably explained his opinion, as Pelagius had at

Diospolis; and on the 21st September, 417, Zosimus informed

the bishops of Africa, by three letters, that he had scrupulously

employed himself in this affair; that he had heard Celestius

himself, at a meeting of priests held in the church of Saint

Clement; that Pelagius had written to him to justify himself;

that he was satisfied with their explanations, and had rein-

stated them in the communion of the church.

Hardly had these letters arrived in Africa, when a new
council met at Carthage (in May, 418); two hundred and three

bishops 1 were present at it ; in eight express canons it con-

demned the doctrines of Pelagius, and addressed itself to the

emperor Honorius in order to obtain from him, against the

heretics, measures which might place the church under shelter

from peril.

From 418 to 421, appeared many edicts and letters of the

emperors Honorius, Theodosius II., and Constantius, which

banished Pelagius, Celestius, and their partisans, from Rome,

and all towns where they should attempt to propagate their

fatal errors.

Pope Zosimus did not long resist the authority of the coun-

cils and of the emperors; he convoked a new assembly, in order

to hear Celestius again; but Celestius had quitted Rome, and

Zosimus wrote to the bishops of Africa that he had condemned

the Pelagians.

1 According to others, two hundred and fourteen.
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The quarrel continued vet some time; eighteen bishops of
Italy refused to subscribe to the condemnation of Pelagius;
they were deprived of their sees, and banished into the east.

The triple decision of the council, the pope, and the emperor,
gave a death-blow to this cause. After the year 418, we
discover, in history, no trace of Pelagius. The name of
Celestius is sometimes met with until the year 427; it then
disappears. These two men once off the scene, their school
rapidly declined. The opinion of Saint Augustin, adopted
by the councils, by the popes, by the civil authority, became
the general doctrine of the church. But the victory had
yet to cost her some struggles; Pelagianism dying, left an
heir; the semi-Pelagians engaged in the struggle which the
Pelagians could not maintain.

In the south of Caul, in the heart of the monasteries of
Saint Leri ns and ot Saint \ ictor, where boldness of thought
then took refuge, it appeared to some men, among others^ to
Cassienus, the monk of whom 1 have already spoken, that the
fault of Pelagius was in being too exclusive, and not holding
sufficient account of all the facts relative to human liberty,
and to its relation with the Divine power. The insufficiency
of the human will, for example, the necessity for exterior
relief, the moral revolutions which operate in the soul, and
are not its work, were, he felt, real, important facts, that should
neither be disputed nor even neglected. Cassienus admitted
them fully, loudly, thus giving to the doctrine of free-will
something 0f the religious character which Pelagius and
Celestius had so much weakened. But, at the same time, he
disputed, more or less openly, many of the ideas of Saint
Augustin; among others, his explanation of the moral refor-
mation and progressive sanctification of man. Saint Augustin
attributed them to the direct, immediate, special action ofGod upon the soul, to grace, properly so called, a grace towhich man had not title of himself, and which proceeded from
absolutely gratuitous gift, from the free choice of the Divinity.

C asaienus allowed more efficacy to the merits of man him-
self, and maintained that his moral amelioration was partly
the work of h,s own will, which drew upon him divine sup-
port, and produced by a natural concatenation, although often
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Such, between the semi-Pelagians and their redoubtable

adversary, was the principal subject of controversy: it com-

menced about the year 428, upon letters from Prosper of

Aquitaine and from Hilary, who had hastened to inform Saint

Augustin that Pelagianism was again rising under a new
form. The bishop of Hippo immediately wrote a treatise

entitled: De Pradestinatione Sanctorum et de dono perseve-

rantixE. Prosper published his poem Against Ingrates; and

the war of pamphlets and letters regained all its activity.

Saint Augustin died in 430; Saint Prosper and Hilary

alone remained charged with prosecuting his work. They
went to Rome, and had the semi-Pelagians condemned by

pope Celestin. However modified this doctrine was, it was

but little favourable in the church; it reproduced a heresy

already vanquished; it weakened, although to a less degree,

the religious influence of morality and of government; it was

in discord with the general course of ideas, which tended to

give the greater share to the Divine intervention on every

occasion; it would have fallen almost without resistance, if a

directly contrary doctrine, that of the predestinarians, had not

appeared and lent it a few moments’ power and credit.

From the writings of Saint Augustin upon the impotence

of human will, the nullity of its merits, and the perfectly

free and gratuitous nature of Divine grace, some refractory

logicians deduced the predestination ol all men, and the irre-

vocability of the decrees of God as to the eternal lot ofevery one.

The first manifestations of this doctrine in the fifth century are

obscure and doubtful; but from the time that it appeared, it

shocked the good sense and moral equity of most Christians.

Accordingly, the semi-Pelagians took up the combat, and

presented their ideas as the natural counterpoise of such

an error. Such was especially the characteristic which was

laboured to be impressed upon semi-Pelagianism, about the

year 445, by Faustus, bishop of Riez, whom I have already

named, and’ of whom, at a later period, I shall speak more

particularly; he presented himself as a kind of mediator

between the Pelagians and the predestinarians. “ It is neces-

sary,” said he, “ in the question of the grace of God and the

obedience of man, to keep to the middle path, and incline

neither to the right nor to the left.” According to him,

Pelagius and Saint Augustin were both of them too exclusive:
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one allowed too much to human liberty and not enough to the

action of God; the other was too forgetful of human liberty.

Tliis species of compromise at first obtained much favour in

the Gaulish church; two councils met, one at Arles, in 472, the
other at Lyons, in 473, formally condemned the predestina-
rians, and charged Faustus to publish a treatise which he had
written against them, entitled, Of Grace and of the Libert

y

of the Human Will
, even ordering him to add some further

developments. This, however, was but a day’s respite for
Semi-Pelagianism, a glimmer of fortune; it was not long in

again falling into discredit.

While still living, Saint Augustin had been accused of advo-
cating the doctrine of predestination, the total abolition of
free-will, and he had energetically defended himself from it.

He deceived himselt, I think, as a logician, in denying a conse-
quence which inevitably resulted from his ideas, on the one
hand, concerning the impotence and corruption of the human
will—on the other, concerning the nature of the Divine inter-
vention and fore-knowledge.

But the superiority of Saint Augustin’s mind saved him,
on this occasion, Irom the errors into which logic had nearly
brought it, and he was inconsistent precisely because of his
lofty reason. Allow me to dwell a moment on this moral fact,
which alone explains the contradictions of so many fine
geniuses: I shall take an example near to us all, and one
oi the most striking. Most of you, of course, have read the
Contrat Social of Rousseau

; the sovereignty of number, of the
numerical majority is, as you know, the fundamental prin-
ciple of the work, and Rousseau, for a long time, follows out the
consequences of it with inflexible rigour; a time arrives, bow-
ener, when lie abandons them, and abandons them with great
effect; he wishes to give his fundamental laws, his constitu-
tion, to the rising society; his high intellect warned liim that
such a work could not proceed from universal suffrage, from
the numerical majority, from the multitude: “ A God,” said he,“ must give laws to men.” . ... It is not magistracy, it is noi
sovereign y ...

.

t is a particular and superior function, which
has nothing in common with the human empire. 1 And here-
upon lie sets up a sole legislator, a sage; thus violating his

1 Control Social, b. ii. cb. vii.

c c 2
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principle of the sovereignty of number, in order to turn to an

entirely different principle, to the sovereignty of intellect, to

the right of superior reason.

The Conlrat Social, and almost all the works of Rousseau,

abound in similar contradictions, and they are, perhaps, the

clearest proof of the great mind of the author.

It was by an inconsistency of the same kind that Saint

Augustin resolutely repelled the predestination which had been

imputed to him. Others, afterwards, acute dialecticians,

unhesitatingly went on to this doctrine and settled to it:

for him, when he perceived it, enlightened by his genius,

he turned aside, and without entirely retracing his steps,

took flight in another direction, in absolutely refusing to

abolish liberty. The church acted like Saint Augustin; it

had adopted his doctrines concerning grace, and on this score

condemned the Pelagians and semi-Pelagians; she likewise

condemned the predestinarians, thus taking from Cassienus and

Faustus, and from their disciples, the pretext by favour of

which they had somewhat regained the ascendant. Semi-

Pelagianism from that time did nothing but decline; Saint

Cesarius, bishop of Arles, at the commencement of the sixth

century, again declared war against it, as Saint Augustin and

Saint Prosper had done: in 529, the councils of Orange and

Valencia condemned it; in 330, pope Boniface II., in his turn,

struck it with a sentence of anathema, and it soon ceased, for

a long time, at least, to agitate minds. Predestination expe-

rienced the same fate.

None of these doctrines gave rise to a sect, properly so called:

they were not separated from the church, nor did they consti-

tute a distinct religious society; they had no organization, no

worship: theyweremere opinions debated between men ofmind;

more or less accredited, more or less contrary to the official doc-

trine of the church, but which never threatened her with a

schism. Accordingly, of their appearance, and of the debates

which they excited, there only remained certain tendencies,

certain intellectual dispositions, not sects nor veritable schools.

"We meet at all epochs in the course of European civilization,

1st With minds preoccupied especially with what there is of

humanity in our moral activity, with the fact of liberty, and

which thus attach themselves to thePelagians. 2nd, With minds

more especially struck with the power of God over man, with
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Divine intervention in human activity, and inclined to make
human liberty vanish under the hand of God; these hold with
the predestinarians. 3rd, Between those two tendencies was
placed the general doctrine of the church, which strove to

take into account all natural facts, human liberty and Divine
intervention; denies that God effects all in man, that man can
do all without the assistance of God, and thus establishes it-

self, perhaps with more of reason than of scientific consist-
ency, in the regions of good sense, the true country of the
human mind, which always returns there, after having strayed
in all directions. (Post lonrjos errores.)
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SIXTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—General character of the literature of the middle

ages—Of the transition from pagan philosophy to Christian theology'

—

Of the question of the nature of the soul in the Christian church—The
ancient priests for the most part pronounced in favour of the system of

materialism—Efforts to escape from it—Analogous march of ideas in

pagan philosophy—Commencement of the system of spirituality—Saint

Augustin, Nemesius, Mamertius Claudienus—Faustus, bishop of Biez

—

Tlis arguments for the materiality of the soul—Mamertius Claudienus

answers him—Importance of Mamertius Claudienus in Gaul—Analysis

of, and quotations from his treatise on the nature of the soul—The

dialogue of Evagrius between Zncheus the Christian and Apollonius the

pliilosopher—Of the effects of the invasion of the barbarians upon the

moral state of Gaul.

Between tlie question which occupied us in the last lecture,

and that with which we shall now occupy ourselves, the dif-

ference is very great. Pelagianism was not only a question,

but also an event; it gave rise to parties, interests, passions;

it put in movement councils, emperors; it influenced the fate

of many men. The question of the nature of the soul pro-

duced nothing of the kind; it was carried on between a few

able men in a corner of the empire. In the last lecture, I had

many facts to recount; at present I have to speak of books

and of arguments.

I pray you to mark the course of our studies. We com-

menced by examining the social state, the external and pub-

lic facts; we then passed to the moral state of Gaul; we
sought it first in general facts, in the entirety of society;

then in a great religious debate, in a doctrine, an active power-

ful doctrine, which became an event; we will now study it

in a simple philosophical discussion. We shall thus penetrate

more and more into the interior of men’s minds; we first con-
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sidered facts, tlien ideas mingled with facts, and subject to

their influences; we will now consider ideas by themselves.

Before entering upon the question, permit me to say a few
words upon the general character of the literary writers of

this period and of the middle ages in general.

If you compare, on the one hand, ancient literature, Greek
and Roman literature, and on the other hand, modern litera-

ture, especially so called, with that of the middle ages, the

principal points, which, as I think, will strike you, will be the

following:

In ancient literature, the form of the works, the art of their

composition, and the language, are admirable; even when its

materials are poor, the ideas false or confused, the workman-
ship is so skilful, that it cannot fail to please; manifesting in

the author, a mind at once natural and relined, whose inward
development f;ir surpasses its acquired knowledge, which has
an exquisite appreciation of the beautiful, and a peculiar apti-

tude for reproducing it.

In modern literature, since the sixteenth century for in-

stance, the form is very often imperfect; there is frequently a
deficiency at once of nature and of art, but the groundwork is

in general sound; we meet with less and less of gross igno-
rance, of wanderings from the question, of confusion; method,
common sense, in a word, artistic merit, is the prominent
feature; it the mind is not always satisfied, it is at least very
seldom shocked; the spectacle is not invariably a fine one, but
chaos has disappeared.

I he intellectual labours of the middle ages present a dif-
ferent aspect; as a general proposition, they are entirely defi-
cient in artistic merit; the form is rude, fantastic; they are
full ot divergences, of incoherent ideas; they manifest a state
of mind, crude, uncultivated, alike without interior develop-
ment or acquired knowledge, and accordingly neither our
leason nor our taste is satisfied. This is the reason why they
have been iorgotten, why Greek and Roman literature have
survived, and will eternally survive the people among whom
it respectively arose. Yet under this so imperfect form,
amidst this so strange medley of ideas and of facts, ill under-
stood and ill combined, the books of the middle ages are very
remarkable monuments of the activity and wealth of the
human mind; we meet in them with many vigorous nnd
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original conceptions; important questions are often sounded
to their lowest depths, flashes of philosophical truth, of literary

beauty, glance at every moment from the darkness; the mine-
ral in this mine is altogether in a rough state, but the metal is

plentiful, and well merits our research.

The writings of the fifth and sixth centuries, moreover,
have a character and an interest peculiar to themselves. It

was the period at which ancient philosophy was giving way
before modern theology, in which the one was becoming
transformed into the other; in which certain systems became
dogmas, certain schools sects. These periods of transition are

of great importance, are, perhaps, in the historical point of

view, the most instructive of all. It is at these periods only

that we are able to view simultaneously and face to face

certain facts, certain states of man and of the world, which
are generally only to be seen by themselves, and separated by
whole centuries ; they are the only periods, therefore, in which

it is easy for us to compare these facts and these states, to

explain them, connect them together. The human mind is

but too prone to walk in but one single path, to see things

but under one partial, narrow, exclusive aspect, to place itself

in prison; it is, therefore a very fortunate circumstance for

it, when it is compelled, by the very nature of the spectacle

placed before its eyes, to look around it in all directions, to

embrace a vast horizon, to contemplate a great number of

different objects, to study the great problems of the world

under all their aspects, and in all their various solutions. It

is more especially in the south of Gaul that this character of

the fifth century manifests itself. You have seen the activity

which prevailed in the religious society, and, among others,

in the monasteries of Lerins and Saint-Victor, the focus of

so many daring opinion^. The whole of this movement of

mind did not emanate from Christianity; it was in the same

districts, in the Lyonnese, the Viennese, the Narbonnese,

Aquitaine, that ancient civilization in its decline concen-

trated itself. It was here that it still exhibited most life.

Spain, Italy herself, were at this period far less active than

Gaul, far less rich in literature and in literary men. We must,

perhaps, attribute this result to the development which had

been assumed in these provinces by Greek civilization, and

to the prolonged influence there of its philosophy. In all
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the great towns of’ southern Gaul, at Marseilles, at Arles, at

Aix, at Vienne, at Lyons itself, the Greek language was
understood and spoken. There were regular Greek exer-
cises under Caligula, in the Athanacum, an establishment at

Lyons, especially devoted to that purpose; and in the begin-
ning of the sixth century, when Cesarius, bishop of Arles,
required the faithful to sing with the clergy previous to the
sermon, many of the people sang in Greek. We find among
the distinguished Gauls of this period philosophers of all the
Greek schools; some are mentionned as Pythagoreans, others
as Platonists, others as Epicureans, others as Stoics.

The Gaulish writings of the fourth and fifth century,
among others that which I am about to introduce to you, the
treatise of Mamertius Claudienus, On the Nature of the
Soul, quote passages from philosophers whose names even
we do not meet with elsewhere. In short, there is every evi-
dence that, in the philosophical as in the religious point of
view, Greek and Roman as well as Christian Gaul was at
this period the most animated, the most living portion of the
Empire; of the western empire at all events. It is here,
accordingly, that the transition from pagan philosophy to
Christian theology, from the ancient world to the modern, is
most strongly marked, most clearly observable.

In this movement of mind, it was not likely that the question
of the nature of the soul should remain long untouched. From
the first century upwards, we find it the subject of discussion
amongst the doctors of the church, the majority of whom
adopted the material hypothesis; passages to this effect are
abundant. I will select two or three, which leave no doubt
as to the prevalent opinion on the subject. Tertullian says
expressly: J

“ ^ *u
'_
corporeality of the soul is perfectly manifest to allwho read the gospel. The soul of a mnn is tlipn» renmconforl

VT
1— J ,

’ au Pain or lrom ail pleasure,
the body alone that man is punished or rewarded .

1

1 De Animd, .3, 7.
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“ Who does not see,” asks Arnobius, “ that that which is

ethereal, immortal, cannot feel pain.” 1

“We conceive,” says St. John of Damascus, “we conceive
of incorporeal and invisible beings, in two ways: by essence
and by grace; the former incorporeal by nature, the latter only
relatively, and in comparison with the grossness of matter.
Thus, God is incorporeal by nature ; as to angels, devils,

and men’s souls, we only call them incorporeal by grace, and
comparatively with the grossness of matter.”2

I might multiply ad infinitum similar quotations, all

proving that in the first ages of our era, the materiality of
the soul was not only the admitted, but that it was the
dominant opinion.

After a while, the church manifested a tendency to quit

this opinion. We find the fathers placing before themselves
every argument in favour of immateriality. The sentence I

have just quoted from St. John of Damascus itself gives a

proof of this; you find him laying down a certain distinc-

tion between material beings. The philosophical fathers

entered upon the same path, and advanced in it with more
rapid strides. Origen, for instance, is so astonished at the

idea of a material soul having a conception of immaterial

things, and arriving at a true knowledge, that he concludes

it to possess a certain relative immortality, that is to say, that

material in relation with God, the only being truly spiritual ; it

is not so in relation with earthly things, with visible and
sensual bodies .

3

Such was the course of ideas in the heart of pagan philo-

sophy ; in its first essays dominated both the belief in the

immateriality of the soul, and at the same time a certain pro-

gressive effort to conceive the soul under a more elevated, a

more pure aspect. Some made of it a vapour, a breath;

others declared it a fire; all wished to purity, to refine, to

spiritualize matter, in the hope of arriving at the end to

which they aspired. The same desire, the same tendency

existed in the Christian church; still the idea of the mate-

riality of the soul was more general among the Christian

doctors from the first to
-

the fifth century, than among the

1 Adversus Genies, ii. e De Orthodoxn fide, ii. 3, 12.

3 Origen, de Principiis, 1. i. c. 1. 1. 2. c. 2.



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 395

pagan philosophers of the same period. It was against the

pagan philosophers, and in the name of the religious interest,

that certain fathers maintained this doctrine; they wished that

the soul should be material in order that it might be recom-
pensed or punished, in order that in passing to another life

it might find itself in a state analogous to that in which it

had been upon earth; in fine, in order that it should not

forget how inferior it is to God, and never be tempted to

compare itself with llim.

At the end of the fourth century, a kind of revolution con-
cerning this point was wrought in the breast of the church;
the doctrine of the immateriality of the soul, of the original

and essential difference of the two substances, appeared
there, if not for the first time, at least far more positively,

with far more precision than hitherto. It was professed
and maintained—first, in Africa, by Saint Augustin in his
treatise de quantitate Animat

;

secondly, in Asia, by Neme-
sius, bishop of Emessa, who wrote a very remarkable work
upon the nature of man (ictptipvaeoc cu Oodi-ou) ; thirdly, in
Gaul, by Mamertius Claudienus, de natura Animce. Confined
to the history of Gaulish civilization, this last is the only one
with which we have to occupy ourselves.

This is the occasion upon which it was written. A man
whom you already know, Faustus, bishop of Riez, exercised a
great influence in the Gaulish church; born a Breton, like
Pelagius, he came—it is not known why—into the south of
Gaul. lie became a monk in the abbey of Lerins, and in 433
was made abbot ot it. He instituted a great school, where
he received the children of rich parents, and brought them
up, teaching them all the learning of the age. He often con-
versed with his monks upon philosophical questions, and, it

appear?, was remarkable lor his talent of improvisation.
About 4(i- he became bishop of Riez. I have spoken of the
pait taken by him in the semi-Pelagian heresy, and of his
book against the predestinarians. He was of an active, in-
dependent spirit, rather intermeddling, and always eager to
mix in all the quarrels which arose. It is not known what
called lus attention to the nature of the soul: he treated of it
at length in a long philosophical letter addressed to a bishop,
and m which many other questions are debated; he declares
himselt for materiality, and thus sums up his principal argu-
ments:

v °
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1. Invisible tilings are of one kind, incorporeal things of
another.

2. Everything created is matter, tangible by the Creator;
is corporeal.

3. The soul occupies a place. 1. It is enclosed in a body.
2. It is not to be found wherever its thought is. 3. At all

events, it is to be found only where its thought is. 4. It is dis-

tinct from its thoughts, which vary, which pass on, while it

is permanent and always the same; 5. It quits the body at
death, and re-enters it by the resurrection; witness Lazarus;
6. The distinction of hell and heaven, of eternal punishments
and rewards, proves that even after death souls occupy a
place, and are corporeal.

4. God alone is incorporeal, because he alone is intangible

and omnipresent. 1

These propositions, laid down in so unhesitating and distinct

a manner, are not elaborated to any extent; and such details

as the author does enter into are taken in general from the

theology, narratives, and authority of the holy scriptures.

The letter of Faustus, which, circulated anonymously,
occasioned considerable excitement; Mamertius Claudienus,

brother of St. Mamertius, bishop of Vienne, and himself a

priest in that diocese, answered it in his treatise On the

Nature of the Soul, a work of far higher importance than the

one which it refuted. Mamertius Claudienus was in his day
the most learned, the most eminent philosopher of southern

Gaul; to give you an idea of his reputation, I will read a

letter written shortly after the philosopher’s death, to his

nephew Petreius, by Sidonius Apollinarius, a letter, I may
observe, stamped with all the ordinary characteristics of this

writer, exhibiting all the puerile elaboration of the professed

bel esprit, with here and there just perceptions, and curious

facts.

“ SIDONIUS TO HIS DEAR PETREIUS. 2 HEALTH.3

“ I am overwhelmed with affliction at the loss which our

age has sustained in the recent loss of your uncle Claudienus:

1 I have adopted the text of Faustus, inserted in the edition of the Treatise

on the Nature of the Soul, by Claudienus, published, with notes, by Andrew

Schoffand Gaspard Barth, at Zwickau, in 1065.
8 Son of the sister of Mamertius Claudienus. 3 Lib. iv. ep. ii.
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we shall never see his like again. He was full of wisdom and
judgment, learned, eloquent, ingenious; the most intellectual

man of his period, of his country. lie remained a philosopher,

without giving offence to religion; and though he did not in-

dulge in the fancy of letting his hair and his beard grow,
though he laughed at the long cloak and stick of the philo-

sophers, though he sometimes even warmly reprehended these
fantastic appendages, it was only in such matters of externals
and in faith, that he separated from his friends the Platonists.

God of Heaven! what happiness was ours whenever we re-
paired to him for his counsel. IIow readily would he give
himself wholly to us, without an instant’s hesitation, without
a word, a glance of anger or disdain, ever holding it his
highest pleasure to open the treasures of his learning to those
who came to him for the solution of some, by all others inso-
luble, question! Then, when all of us were seated around
him, he would direct all to be silent, but him to whom—and
it was ever a choice which we ourselves should have made
he accorded the privilege of stating the proposition; the
question thus laid before him, he would display the wealth of
his learning deliberately, point by point, in perfect order,
without the least artifice of gesture, or the slightest flourish of
language. "W hen he had concluded his address, we stated
our objections syllogistically; he never failed to refute at
once any propositions of ours which were not based upon
sound reason, and thus nothing was admitted without under-
going mature examination, without being thoroughly demon-
strated. But that which inspired us with still higher respect,
was that he supported, without the least ill humour, the dull
obstinacy of some amongst us, imputing it to an excusable
motive, we all the while admiring his patience, though un-
able to imitate it. No one could fear to seek the counsel, in
difficult cases, of a man who rejected no discussion, and
refused to answer no question, even on the part of the most
foolish and ignorant persons. Thus much for his learning:
enough concerning his studies and his science; but who can
w orthily and suitably praise the other virtues of that man,
w 10, always remembering the weaknesses of humanity,
assisted the priests with his work, the people with his dis-
courses, the afflicted with his exhortations, the forsaken with
Ins consolations, prisoners with his gold; the hungry received
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food from him, the naked were clothed by him. It would, I

think, be equally superfluous to say any more upon this

subject. . . .

“ Here is what we wished to have said at first: in honour of

the ungrateful ashes, as Virgil says, that is to say, which
cannot give us thanks for what we say, we have composed
a sad and piteous lamentation, not without much trouble,

for having dictated nothing for so long, we found unusual

difficulty therein ; nevertheless, our mind, naturally indolent,

was reanimated by a sorrow which desired to break into tears.

This, then, is the purport of the verses:
“ ‘ Under this turf reposes Claudienus, the pride and sorrow

of his brother Mamertius, honoured like a precious stone by

all the bishops. In this master flourished a triple science,

that of Rome, that of Athens, and that of Christ: and in the

vigour of his age, a simple monk, he achieved it completely

and in secret. Orator, dialectician, poet, a doctor learned in

the sacred books, geometrician, musician, he excelled in

unravelling the most difficult questions, he struck with the

sword of words the sects which attacked the Catholic faith.

Skilful at setting the psalms and singing, in front of the

altars, and to the great gratitude of his brother, he taught

men to sound instruments of music. He regulated, for

the solemn feasts of the year, what in each case should be

read. He was a priest of the second order, and relieved his

brother from the weight of the episcopacy; for his brother

bore the ensigns, and he all the duty. You, therefore,

reader, who afflict yourself as if nothing remained’ of such

a man, whoever you be, cease to sprinkle your cheeks and this

marble with tears; the soul and the glory cannot be buried in

the tomb.’
“ These are the lines I have engraved over the remains

of him who was a brother to all . . .
.”

It was to Sidonius that Mamertius Claudienus had dedi-

cated his work.

It is divided into three books. The first is the only truly

philosophical one; the question is there examined in itself,

independently of every special fact, of all authority, and under

a purely rational point of view. In the second the author

invokes authorities to his aid; first that of the Greek philoso-

phers—then, that of the Roman philosophers—lastly, the sacred
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writings, Saint Paul, the Evangelists, and the fathers of the

church. The special object of the third book is to explain,

in the system of the spirituality of the soul, certain events,

certain traditions of the Christian religion; for example, the

resurrection of Lazarus, the existence of the angels, the appa-

rition of the angel Gabriel to the Virgin Mary; and to show
that, so far from contradicting them, or being embarrassed by
them, this system admits them and makes at least as much of

them as any other.

The classification is not as rigorous as I have made it out:

the ideas and arguments are often mixed; philosophical dis-

cussions appear here and there in the books which are not
devoted to them; still, upon the whole, the work is not want-
ing in either method or precision.

I shall now place before you the summary of it, as prepared
by Mamertius Claudienus himself, in ten theses or fundamental
propositions, in the last chapter but one of the third book. I
shall then literally translate some passages, which will enable
you to understand, on one hand, with what profundity and
with what force of mind the author has penetrated into the
question; on the other, what absurd and fantastical concep-
tions could, at this epoch, be combined with the most elevated
and the most just ideas:

“ Since many of the things which I have asserted in this
discussion,” says Mamertius Claudienus, “ are scattered, and
might not easily be retained, I wish to bring them together,
compress them, place them, so to speak, in a single point,
under the mind’s eyes.

•• 1st. God is incorporeal; the human soul is the image of
God, for man was made in the image and likeness of God.
Now a body cannot be the image ofan incorporeal being

; there-
fore the human soul, which is the image of God, is incorporeal.

“ 2nd. Everything which does not occupy a determined
place is incorporeal. Now the soul is the life of the body;
and, li'ing in the body, each part lives as truly as the whole
body. Ihere is, therefore, in each part of the body, as much
life as m the whole body; and the soul is that life. Thus,
that which is as great in the part as in the whole, in a small
space as in a large, occupies no space; therefore the soul
occupies no place. That which occupies no place is not
corporeal; therefore the soul is not corporeal.



400 HISTORY OF

“ 3rd. The soul reasons, and the faculty of reasoning is in-

herent in the substance of the soul. Now, the reason is in-

corporeal, occupies no position in space; therefore the soul is

incorporeal.
“ 4th. The will of the soul is its very substance, and when

the soul chooses it is all will. Now will is not a body; there-
fore the soul is not a body.

“ 5th. Even so the memory is a capacity which has nothing
local; it is not widened in order to remember more of things;
it is not contracted when it remembers less of things; it imma-
terially remembers material things. And when the soul

remembers, it remembers entire; it is all recollection. Now,
the recollection is not a body; therefore, the soul is not a
body.

“ 6th. The body feels the impression of touch in the part

touched; the whole soul feels the impression, not by the entire

body, but in a part of the body. A sensation of this kind
has nothing local; now what has nothing local is incorporeal;

therefore the soul is incorporeal.

“ 7th. The body can neither approach nor absent itself from
God; the soul does approach and does absent itself from them
without changing its place; therefore the soul is not a body.

“ 8th. The body moves through a place, from one place to

another; the soul has no similar movement; therefore the

soul is not a body.

“9th. The body has length, breadth, and depth; and that

which has neither length, breadth, nor depth, is not a body.

The soul has nothing of the kind; therefore the soul is not a

body.
“ 10th. There is in all bodies the right hand and the left

—

the upper part and the lower part, the front and the back; in

the soul there is nothing of the kind; therefore the soul is in-

corporeal.” 1

Here are some of the principal developments in support

of these propositions

:

I. You say that the soul is one thing, the thought of the

soul another
:
you ought rather to say, that the things upon

which the soul thinks . . . are not the soul; but thought is

nothing but the soul itself.

1 Book iii. chap. 14, pp. 201, 202.



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 401

“ The soul, you say, is in such profound repose, that it has

no thought at all. This is not true; the soul can change its

thought, but not be without thought altogether.

“ What do our dreams signify if not that, even when the

body is fatigued and immersed in sleep, the soul ceases not to

think?

“What greatly deceives you concerning the nature of the

soul, is that you believe that the soul is one thing, and its

faculties another. What the soul thinks is an accident, but

that which thinks is the substance of the soul itself.
1

“ II. The soul sees that which is corporeal through the me-
dium of the body; what is incorporeal it sees by itself. Without
the intervention of the body, it could see nothing corporeal,

coloured, or extensive; but it sees truth, and sees it with an im-
material view. If, as you pretend, the soul, corporeal itself, and
confined within an external body, can see of itself a corporeal

object, surely nothing can be more easy to it than to see the

interior of that body in which it is confined. Well, then, do
this—apply yourself to this work; direct inward this corporeal

view of the soul, as you call it; tell us how the brain is disposed,

where the mass of the liver is situated; where and what is the
spleen .... what are the windings and texture of the veins,

the origins of the nerves How
!
you deny that you are

called upon to answer concerning such things: and wherefore
do you deny it? Because the soul cannot see directly and of
itself corporeal things. Why can it not, then, that which is

never without thinking— that is to say, without seeing? Be-
cause it cannot see corporeal objects without the medium of
the corporeal view. Now, the soul which sees certain things
ot itself, but not corporeal tilings, sees, therefore, with an in-
corporeal view; now an incorporeal being can alone see with
an incorporeal view; therefore the soul is incorporeal .

2

“
the soul is a body, what then is that which the soul

calls its body, if not itself. Either the soul is a body, and in
that case it is wrong to say my body, it ought rather to say
vie, since it is itself; or if the soul is right in saying my body.

as we suppose, it is not a body .
3

IV. It is not without reason that it is said that memory is

> Book i. chop. 24, p. 83. 2 Boob Hi. chop. 9, pp. 187, 188.
3 Book i. chap. 10, p. 03.

D D
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common to men and to animals; storks and swallows return to
their nest, horses to their stable; dogs recognise their mas-
ter. But as the soul of animals, although they retain the
image of places, has no knowledge of its own being, they
remain confined to the recollection of corporeal objects which
they have seen by the bodily senses; and, deprived of the
mind’s eye, they are incapable of seeing, not only what is

above them, but themselves .
1

“ V. A formidable syllogism, which is thought insolvable,

is addressed to us; the soul, it is said, is where it is, and is

not where it is not. The anticipation is, that we shall be
driven to say, either that it is everywhere, or that it is no-
where : and then it will be rejoined, if it is everywhere, it is

God; if it is nowhere, it is non-existent. The soul is not

wholly in the whole world, but in the same way that God is

wholly in the whole universe, so the soul is wholly in the

whole body. God does not fill with the smallest part of him-
self the smallest part of the world, and with the largest the

largest; he is wholly in every part and wholly in the whole;

so the soul does not reside in parts in the various parts of the

body. It is not one part of the soul which looks forth

through the eye and another which animates the finger; the

whole soul lives in the eye and sees by the eye, the whole
soul animates the finger and feels by the finger.

2

“ VI. The soul which feels in the body, though it feels by
visible organs, feels invisibly. The eye is one thing, seeing

another: the ears are one thing, hearing another; the nostrils

are one thing, smelling another; the mouth one thing, eating

another; the hand one thing, touching another. We dis-

tinguish by the touch what is hot and what cold, but we do

not touch the sensation of the touch, which in itself is neither

hot nor cold; the organ by which we feel is a perfectly dif-

ferent thing from the sensation of which we are sensible.” 3

You will readily admit that these ideas are deficient neither

in elevation nor profundity; they would do honour to the

philosophers of any period; seldom have the nature of the

soul and its unity been investigated more closely or described

with greater precision. I might quote many other passages

1 Book i. cliap. 21, p. 65. 2 Book iii. chap. 2, p. 164.
3 Book i. chap. 6, p. 31.
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remarkable for the subtlety of perception, or energy of de-

bate, and, at times, for a profound moral emotion, and a

genuine eloquence.

I will read to you two extracts from the same book of the

same man; Mamertius Claudienus is replying to the argu-

ment of Faustus, who maintains that the soul is formed of
air, reasoning upon the ancient theory which regarded air,

fire, earth, and water as the four essential elements of nature:
“ Fire,” says he, “ is evidently a superior element to air, as

well by the place which it occupies as by its intrinsic power.
This is proved by the movement of the terrestrial fire, which,
with an almost incomprehensible rapidity, and by its own
natural impulse, reascends towards heaven as towards its own
country. If this proof be not sufficient, here is another: the
air is illumined by the presence of the sun, that is to say fire,

and falls into darkness in its absence. And a still more
powerful reason is, that air undergoes the action of fire and
becomes heated, while fire does not undergo the action of air,

and is never made cold by it. Air may be inclosed and re-
tained in vases; fire never. The preeminence of fire, then, is

clearly incontestable. Now, it is from fire (that is to say, from
its light) that we derive the faculty of sight, a faculty common
to men and to animals, and in which, indeed, certain irrational
animals far surpass man in point of both strength and of deli-
cacy. If, then, which is undeniable, sight proceeds from fire,

and if the soul, as you think, is formed of air, it follows that
the eye of animals is, as to its substance, superior in dignity
to the soul of man.” 1

This learned confusion of material facts and of intellec-
tual tacts, this attempt to establish a sort of hierarchy of
merit and ot rank among the elements, in order to deduce
Irom them philosophical consequences, are curious evidences
ot the infancy ot science and of thought.

I will now quote, in favour of the immateriality of the soul,
an aigument of as little value in itself, but less fantastic in its
outward appearance. “ Every incorporeal being is superior,
in natural dignity, to a corporeal being; every being not con-
fined within a certain space, to a localized being; every indi-
visible being to a divisible being. Now, if the Creator,

1 Book i. chap. 9, p. 38
D D 2
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sovereignly powerful and sovereignly good, has not created,

as he ought to have done, a substance superior to the body,

and similar to himself, it is either that he could not or would
not; if he would, and could not, almightiness was wanting to

him; if he could, and would not (the mere thought is a crime),

it could only have been through jealousy. Now, it is impos-

sible that the sovereign power cannot do what it wills, that

sovereign goodness can be jealous. It results that he both

could and would create the incorporeal being; final result,

he did create it.” 1

Was I wrong in speaking just now of the strange combina-

tions, the mixture of high truths and gross errors, of admirable

views and ridiculous conceptions, which characterize the

writings of this period—those of Mamertius Claudienus, I

may add, present fewer of these contrasts than do those of

most of his contemporaries.

You are sufficiently acquainted with this writer to appre-

ciate his character; taken as a whole, his work is rather phi-

losophical than theological, and yet the religious principle is

manifestly predominant throughout, for the idea of God is the

starting point of every discussion in it. The author does

not commence by observing and describing human, special,

actual facts, proceeding through them up to the Divinity:

God is with him the primitive, universal, evident fact; the

fundamental datum to which all things relate, and with which

all things must agree; he invariably descends from God to

man, deducing our own from the Divine nature. It is evi-

dently from religion, and not from science, that he borrows

this method. But this cardinal point once established, this

logical plan once laid down, it is from philosophy that he

draws, in general, both his ideas and his manner of expressing

them; his language is of the school, not of the church; he

appeals to reason, not to faith; we perceive in him, sometimes

the academician, sometimes the stoic, more frequently the

platonist, but always the philosopher, never the priest, though

the Christian is apparent, is manifest in every page.

I have thus exhibited the fact which I indicated in the

outset, the fusion of pagan philosophy with Christian theo-

logy, the metamorphosis of the one into the other. And it is

1 Book i. chap. p. 20.
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remarkable, that the reasoning applied to the establishment of

the spirituality of the soul is evidently derived from the

ancient philosophy rather than from Christianity, and that the

author seems more especially to aim at convincing the theolo-

gians, by proving to them that the Christian faith has nothing

in all this which is not perfectly reconcilable with the results

derived from pure reason.

It might be thought that this transition from ancient philo-

sophy to modern theology would be more manifest, more
strongly marked in the dialogue of the Christian Zacheus and
the philosopher Apollonius, by the monk Evagrius, where the

two doctrines, the two societies, are directly confronted and
called upon to discuss their respective merits; but the dis-

cussion is only in appearance, exists, in fact, only on the

title-page. I am not acquainted with any work, with any
monument, which proves more clearly the utter indifference

with which the popular mind regarded paganism. The phi-

losopher Apollonius opens the dialogue in an arrogant tone,

as if about utterly to overwhelm the Christian, and to deliver

over to general scorn any arguments which he may adduce.
1

“ If you examine the matter with care,” says he, “ you will

see that all other religions and all other sacred rites had
rational origins; whereas, your creed is so utterly vain and
irrational, that it seems to me none but a madman could
entertain it.”

But this arrogance is sterile: throughout the dialogue
Apollonius docs not advance one single argument, one solitary
idea; he proves nothing, he confutes nothing; he does not
open his lips except to suggest a topic to Zacheus, who, on
his part, takes no notice whatever of paganism nor of the
philosophy of his adversary, does not refute them, scarcely
makes here and there an allusion to them, and only occupies
himself relating history and describing the Christian faith so
as to show forth its entirety and authority. Doubtless, the
book is the work of a Christian, and the silence which he makes
his philosophers preserve does not prove that philosophers
were really silent. But such is by no means the character of
the first debates of Christianity with the ancient philosophy,

1 Diulogue of Zacheus aud Apollonius, in the Spicilcqiiim of D'Achery,
vol. x. p. 3.

J
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when the latter was still living and powerful. Christianity
at that time condescended to notice the arguments of its ad-
versaries; it spoke of them, it refuted them; the controversy
was a real and an animated one. In the work before us there
is no longer any controversy at all; the Christian indoctri-

nates and catechises the philosopher, and seems to consider
that this is all that can be required of him.

Nay, he even makes this a matter of concession, a favour;
discussions with pagans had by this time become a sort of
superfluity in the eyes of the Christians.

“ Many persons,” says Evagrius, in the preface to his book,
“ think that we should despise, rather than refute, the objec-

tions advanced by the Gentiles, so vain are they, so devoid
of true wisdom; but, in my opinion, such scorn were worse
than useless. I see two advantages in instructing the Gentiles;

in the first place, we prove to all how holy and simple our
religion is; and secondly, the heathen thus instructed come
at last to believe that which, unknowing, they had despised

.... Besides, by approaching the candle to the eyes of the

blind, if they do not see its light, they at all events feel its

warmth.” This last phrase appears to me a fine one, full of

a sympathetic sentiment.

There is one thing only which appears to me remarkable

in this dialogue: it is that here the question is broadly laid

down between rationalism and the Christian revelation; not

that this subject is more really or more extensively developed

than any other: it is only in a few sentences that the idea

manifests itself, but from these it is evident that the question

was full in the minds of all controversialists, and formed, as it

were, the last intrenchment behind which philosophy de-

fended itself. Apollonius, as you have seen, makes it an

especial charge against the Christian doctrine that it is irra-

tional; to this Zacheus replies :
“ It is easy for every one to

understand and appreciate God, that is to say, if the Divine

Word is compatible with your notion of wisdom ... for your

view is, that the sage believes nothing out of himself, that he

is never deceived, but that he of himself knows all things in-

fallibly, not admitting that there is anything whatever either

hidden or unknown, or that anything is more possible to the

Creator than to the creature. And it is more especially against
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the Christians that you make use of this mode of reasoning.” 1

And elsewhere: “ The understanding follows faith, and the

human mind knows only through faith the higher things

which come near God.”'J

It were a curious study to consider the state of rationalism

at this period, the causes of its ruin, and its efforts, its various

transformations in order to avert that ruin: but it is an in-

quiry which would carry us too far, and, besides, it was not
in Gaul that the grand struggle between rationalism and
Christianity took place.

The second dialogue of Evagrius, between the Christian

Theophilus and the Jew Simon, is of no sort of importance;
it is a mere commentary, a mere trifling controversy on a few
scriptural texts.

I might mention to you, and make extracts from, a great
number of other works of the same period and the same class.

This, however, were unnecessary, as I have selected from
among them the two most remarkable, the most characteristic,
the most calculated to convey an accurate idea of the state of
mind, and of its activity at this period. That activity was
great, though exclusively confined within the limits of the
religious society; whatever vigour and life had remained to
the ancient philosophy, passed over to the service of the
Christians; it was under the religious form, and in the very
bosom of Christianity, that were reproduced the ideas, the
schools, the whole science of the philosophers; but subject to
this condition, they still occupied men’s minds, and played an
important part in the moral state of the new society.

It was this movement which was arrested by the invasion
of the barbarians and the fall of the Roman empire: a hundred
5 ears later we do not find the slightest trace of what I have
been describing to you; the discussions, the travels, the
correspondence, the pamphlets, the whole intellectual activity
° Gaul hi the seventh century, all these had disappeared.

as this loss of any consequence? was the movement thus
put a stop to by the invasion of the barbarians an important
and fruitful movement? I doubt it very much. You will
perhaps remember my observations on the essentially practical
chaiacter of C hristianity; intellectual progress, science, especi-

Page 3. 5 Page 0.
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ally so called, was not at all its aim; and although it had a
connexion upon several points with the ancient philosophy

—

though it had been very willing to appropriate the ideas of
that philosophy, and to make the most of it, it was by no
means anxious for its preservation, nor to replace it by any
other philosophy. To change the manners, to govern the
life of men, was the predominant idea of its leaders.

Moreover, notwithstanding the freedom of mind which
practically existed in the fifth century, in the religious society,
the principle of liberty made no progress there. It was, on
the contrary, the principle of authority, of the official domina-
tion over intellect by general and fixed rules, which sought
the ascendancy. Though still powerful, intellectual liberty was
on the decline; authority was rapidly taking its place; every
page of the writings of this period proves the fact. It was,
indeed, the almost inevitable result of the very nature of the
Christian reformation; moral, rather than scientific, it pro-
posed to itself as its leading aim to establish a law, to govern
men’s will; it was consequently authority that was above all

things needful to it; authority in the existing state of man-
ners was its surest, its most efficacious means of action.

Now, what the invasion of the barbarians, and the fall of
the Roman empire more especially arrested, even destroyed,

was intellectual movement ; what remained of science, of
philosophy, of the liberty of mind in the fifth century, dis-

appeared under their blows. But the moral movement, the

practical reformation of Christianity, and the official establish-

ment of its authority over nations, were not in any way
affected; perhaps even they gained instead of losing: this

at least, I think, is what the history of our civilization, in

proportion as we advance in its course, will allow us to con-

jecture.

The invasion of the barbarians, therefore, did not in any
way kill what possessed life; at bottom, intellectual activity

and liberty were in decay ; everything leads us to believe

that they would have stopped of themselves; the barbarians

stopped them more rudely and sooner. That, I believe, is all

that can be imputed to them.

We have now arrived at the limits to which we should

confine ourselves, to the end of the picture of the Roman
society in Gaul at the time when it fell : we are acquainted
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with it, if not completely, at least in its essential features.
In order to prepare ourselves to understand the society which
followed it, we have now to study the new element which
mixed with it, the barbarians. Their state before the in-
vasion, before they came to overthrow the Roman society,
and were changed under its influence, will form the subject
of our next lecture.
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SEVENTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—Of the Germanic element in modern civilization

—

Of the monuments of the ancient social state of the Germans: 1. Of
the Roman and Greek historians; 2. Of the barbaric laws; 3. Of na-

tional traditions—They relate to very different epochs—They are often

made use of promiscuously—Error which results therefrom—The work
of Tacitus concerning the manners of the Germans—Opinions of the

modern German writers concerning the ancient Germanic state—
What kind of life prevailed there ? was it the wandering life, or the se-

dentary life ?—Of the institutions—Of the moral state—Comparison

between the state of the German tribes and that of other hordes—Fallacy

of most of the views of barbarous life—Principal characteristics of the

true influence of the Germans upon modern civilization.

We approach successively the various sources of our civiliza-

tion. We have already studied, on one side, what we call

the Roman element, the civil Roman society; on the other,

the Christian element, the religious society. Let us now
consider the barbaric element, the German society.

Opinions are very various concerning the importance of

this element, concerning the part and share of the Germans
in modern civilization; the prejudices of nation, of situation,

of class, have modified the idea which each has formed of it.

The German historians, the feudal publicists, M. de Bou-
lainvilliers, for example, have in general attributed too

extensive an influence to the barbarians; the burgher pub-

licists, as the abbe Dubos, have, on the contrary, too much
reduced it, in order to give far too large a part to Roman
society; according to the ecclesiastics, it is to the church

that modern civilization is the most indebted. Sometimes

political doctrines have alone determined the opinion of the
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writer; the abbe de Mably, all devoted as he was to the

popular cause, and despite his antipathy for the feudal

system, insists strongly upon the German origins, because

he thought to find there more institutions and principles of

liberty than anywhere else. 1 do not wish to treat at

present of this question; we shall treat of it, it will be resolved

as we advance in the history of French civilization. We
shall see from epoch to epoch what part each of its primitive

elements has there played, what each has brought and
received in their combination. I shall confine myself to

asserting beforehand the two results to which I believe

this study will conduct us:—First, that the state of the

barbaric element in modern civilization has, in general,

been made a great deal too much of. Second, its true share
has not been givefi it : too great an influence upon our
society has been attributed to the Germans, to their insti-

tutions, to their manners; what they have truly exercised
has not been attributed to them; we do not owe to them all

that has been done in their name; we do owe to them what
seems not to proceed from them.

Until this twofold result shall arise under our eyes, from
the progressive development of facts, the first condition,

in order to appreciate with accuracy the share of the Ger-
manic element in our civilization, is to correctly understand
what the Germans really were at the time when it com-
menced, when they themselves concurred in its formation;
that is to say, before their invasion and their establishment
on the Roman territory; when they still inhabited Germany
in the third and fourth centuries. By this alone shall we
be enabled to form an exact idea of what they brought
to the common work, to distinguish what facts are truly of
German origin.

lliis study is difficult. The monuments where we may
study the barbarians before the invasion are of three kinds;
Hi st, the Gieek or Roman writers, who knew and described
them from their first appearance in history up to this epoch;
that is to say, lrom Polybius, about one hundred and fifty
years before Christ, down to Ammianus Marcellinus, whose
work stops at the year of our Lord 378. Between these two
eras a crowd of historians, Livy, Cassar, Strabo, Pomponius
Mela, Pliny, laeitus, Ptolemy, Plutarch, Florus. Pausanias,
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&c., have left us information, more or less detailed, concerning
the German nations; secondly, writings and documents pos-
terior to the German invasion, but which relate or reveal

anterior facts; for example, many Chronicles, the Barbaric
laws, Salic, Visigoth, Burgundian, &c.; thirdly, the recollection

and national traditions of the Germans themselves concerning
their fate and their state in the ages anterior to the invasion,

reascending up to the first origin and their most ancient

history.

At the mere mention of these documents, it is evident that

very various times and states are comprehended in them. The
Roman and Greek writers, for example, embrace a space of

five hundred years, during which Germany and her nations

were presented to them in the most different points of view.

Then came the first expeditions of the wandering Germans,
especially that of the Teutones and the Cimbrians. Rather

later, dating from Caesar and Augustus, the Romans, in their

turn, penetrated into Germany; their armies passed the

Rhine and the Danube, and saw the Germans under a new
aspect and in a new state. Lastly, from the third century,

the Germans fell upon the Roman empire, which repelling and

admitting them alternately, came to know them far more inti-

mately, and in an entirely different situation from what they

had done hitherto. Who does not perceive that, during this

interval, through so many centuries and events, the barba-

rians and the writers who described them, the object and the

picture, must have prodigiously varied?

The documents of the second class are in the same case:

the barbaric laws were drawn up some time after the invasion

;

the most ancient portion of the law of the Visigoths belonged

to the last half of the fifth century; the Salic law may have

been written first under Clovis, but the digest which we have

of it is of a far posterior epoch ; the law of the Burgundians

dates from the year 517.

They are all, therefore, in their actual form, much more

modern than the barbaric society which we wish to study.

There can be no doubt but that they contain many facts, that

they often describe a social state anterior to the invasion;

there can be no doubt but that the Germans, transported into

Gaul, retained much of their ancient customs, their ancient

relations. But there can also be no doubt here that, after the
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invasion, Germanic society was profoundly modified, and

that these modifications had passed into laws; the law of the

Visisroths and that of the Burgundians are much more Roman
than barbarian ;

three fourths of the provisions concern tacts

which could not have arisen until after these nations were esta-

blished upon Roman soil. The Salic law is more primitive, more
barbaric; but still, I believe it may be proved that, in many
parts—among others, in that concerning property—it is of

more recent origin. Like the Roman historians, the German
laws evidence very various times and states of society.

According to the documents of the third class, the national

traditions of the Germans, the evidence is still more striking:

the subjects of these traditions are almost all facts, so far ante-

rior as probably to have become almost foreign to the state of

these nations at the third and fourth centuries; facts which
had concurred to produce this state and which may serve to

explain it, but which no longer constituted it. Suppose, that,

in order to study the state of the highlanders of Scotland
fifty years ago, one had collected their still living and popular
traditions, and had taken the facts which they express as

the real elements of Scotch society in the eighteenth century:

assuredly the illusion would be great and fruitful of error. It

would be the same and with much greater reason, with regard
to the ancient German traditions; they coincide with the
primitive history of the Germans, with their origin, their

religious filiation, their relations with a multitude of nations
in Asia, on the borders of the Black sea, of the Baltic sea;
with events, in a word, which, doubtless, had powerfully
tended to bring about the social state of the German tribes
in the third century, and which we must closely observe, but
which were then no longer facts but only causes.
You see that all the monuments that remain to us of

the state of the barbarians before the invasion, whatever
may be their origin and their nature, Roman or German,
traditions, chronicles, or laws, refer to times and facts very
iar remo\ed irom one another, and among which it is very
difficult to separate what truly belongs to the third and
fourth centuries, ihe fundamental error, in my opinion, of
a great number of German writers, and sometimes of the
most distinguished, is not having sufficiently attended to this
circumstance: in order to picture German society and man-
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ners at this epoch, they have drawn their materials pell-mell
from the three sources of documents I have indicated, from
the Roman writers, from the barbaric laws, from the national
traditions, without troubling themselves with the difference

of times and situations, without observing any moral
chronology. Hence arises the incoherence of some of these
pictures, a singular mixture of mythology, of barbarism,
and of rising civilization, of fabulous, heroic, and semi-
political ages, without exactitude and without order in the
eyes of the more severe critic, without truth for the ima-
gination.

I shall endeavour to avoid this error; it is with the state

of the Germans, a little before the invasion, that I desire to

occupy you; that is what it imports us to know, for it was that

which was real and powerful at the time of the amalgama-
tion of the nations, that which exercised a true influence

upon modern civilization. I shall in no way enter into

the examination of the German origins and antiquities; I
shall in no way seek to discover what -were the relations

between the Germans and the nations and religions of

Asia; whether their barbarism was the wreck of an ancient

civilization, nor what might be, under barbaric forms, the

concealed features of this original society. The question

is an important one; but it is not ours, and I shall not stop

at it. I would -wish, too, never to transfer into the state of

the Germans, beyond the Rhine and the Danube, facts which
belong to the Germans established upon Gaulish soil. The
difficulty is extreme. Before having passed the Danube or

the Rhine, the barbarians were in relation with Rome; their

condition, their manners, their ideas, their laws, had perhaps

already submitted to its influence. How separate, amidst

notices so incomplete, so confused, these first results of foreign

importation ? How decide with precision what was truly

Germanic, and what already bore a Roman stamp? I shall

attempt this task; the truth of history absolutely re-

quires it.

The most importantdocumentwe possess concerningthe state

ofthe Germans, between the time when theybegan to be known

in the Roman world, and that in which they conquered it, is

incontestably the work of Tacitus. Two things must be here

carefully distinguished: on one side, the facts which Tacitus
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has collected and described; on the other, the reflections which
he mixes with them, the colour under which he presents

them, the judgment which he gives of them. The facts are
correct: there are many reasons for believing that the father

of Tacitus, and perhaps himself, had been procurator of Bel-
gium; he could thus collect detailed information concerning
Germany; he occupied himself carefully in doing so; posterior

documents almost all prove the material accuracy of his de-
scriptions. With regard to their moral hue, Tacitus has
painted the Germans, as Montaigne and Rousseau the savages,
in a fit of ill humour against his country: his book is a satire
on Roman manners, the eloquent sally of a philosophical
patriot, who is determined to see virtue, wherever he does
not happen to find the disgraceful effeminacy and the learned
depravation of an old society. Do not suppose, however, that
everything is false, morally speaking, in this work of anger
the imagination of Tacitus is essentially vigorous and true;
when he wishes simply to describe German manners, without
allusion to the Roman world, without comparison, without de-
ducing any general consequence therefrom, he is admirable,
and one may give entire faith, not only to the design, but to
the colouring of the picture. Never has the barbaric life been
painted with more vigour, more poetical truth. It is only
when thoughts of Rome occur to Tacitus, when he speaks of
the barbarians with a view to shame his fellow-citizens; it is
then only that his imagination loses its independence, its
natural sincerity, and that a false colour is spread over his
pictures.

Doubtless, a great change was brought about in the state
of the Germans, between the end of the first century, the
epoch in which Tacitus wrote, and the times bordering on the
invasion

; the frequent communications with Rome could not
tad of exercising a great influence upon them, attention to
winch circumstance has too often been neglected. Still the
ground-work of the book of Tacitus was true at the end of the
fourth as m the first century. Nothing can be a more decisive
proof of it than the accounts of Ammianus Marcellinus, a mere
soldier, without imagination, without instruction, who made
war against the Germans, and whose brief and simple descrip-
tions coincide almost everywhere with the lively and learned
colours of Tacitus. We may, therefore, for the epoch which
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occupies us, give almost entire confidence to the picture of the

manners of the Germans.
If we compare this picture with the description of the

ancient social state of the Germans, lately given by able
German writers, we shall be surprised by the resemblance.
Assuredly the sentiment which animates them is different; it

is with indignation and sorrow that Tacitus, at corrupted
Rome, describes the simple and vigorous manners of the
barbarians; it is with pride and complaisance that the modern
Germans contemplate it; but from these diverse causes rises

a single and identical fact; like Tacitus, nay, far more than
Tacitus, the greater part of the Germans paint ancient Ger-
many, her institutions, her manners, in the most vivid colours;

if they do not go so far as to represent them as the ideal of

society, they at least defend them from all imputation of bar-

barism. According to them: 1st, the agricultural or seden-

tary life prevailed there, even before the invasion, over the

wandering life; the institutions and ideas which create landed

property were already very far advanced; 2nd, the guaran-

tees of individual liberty, and even security, were efficacious;

3rd, manners were indeed violent and coarse, but at bottom

the natural morality of man was developed with simplicity

and grandeur; family affections were strong, characters lofty,

emotions profound, religious doctrines high and powerful;

there was more energy and moral purity than is found under

more elegant forms, in the heart of a far more extended intel-

lectual development.

When this cause is maintained by ordinary minds, it

abounds in strange assumptions and ridiculous assertions.

Heinrich, the author of an esteemed History of Germany

,

will not have it that the ancient Germans were addicted

to intoxication; 1 Meiners, in his History of the Female Sex,

maintains that women have never been so happy nor so vir-

tuous as in Germany, and that before the arrival of the

Franks, the Gauls knew not how either to respect or to love

them.2

I shall not dwell upon these puerilities of learned patriot-

ism; I should not even have touched upon them, if they

were not the consequence, and as it were, the excrescence

1 Reichsgexchichtc, vol. i. p. 09.
2 Geschichte des Wdblichen Geschlechts, vol. i. p. 198.
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of a system, maintained by very distinguished men, and
which, in my opinion, destroys the historical and poetical idea
which is formed of the ancient Germans. Considering things
at large, and according to mere appearances, the error seems
to me evident.

How can it be maintained, for example, that German
society was well nigh fixed, and that the agricultural life
dominated there, in the presence of the very fact of migra-
tions,^ of invasions, ot that incessant movement which drew
the Germanic nations beyond their territory? IIow can we
give credit to the empire of manorial property, and of the
ideas and institutions which are connected with it, over men
who continually abandoned the soil in order to seek fortune
elsewhere? And mark, that it was not only on the frontiers
that this movement was accomplished; the same fluctuation
reigned in the interior ot Germany; tribes incessantly
expelled, displaced, succeeded one another: some paragraph
from Tacitus will abundantly prove this:

“ The Batavians, says he, “ were formerly a tribe of the
Catti; intestine divisions forced them to retire into the
islands of the Rhine, where they formed an alliance with the
.Romans. (

1

acitus, de Morib. Germanorum, xxix.)
^ I II f VlO A1 /V 1, 1 \ *“V , 1 ««l % A A -L* A 1 fTV M“ In the neighbourhood of the Tencteres were formerly

the Bructeres; it is said, however, that now the Chnmnvea onrl
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neighbours to abandon their territories out of fear of them;
moreover, they have thus an additional security against

sudden attacks.” (Cmsar, de Bell. Gall. vi. 23.)
Doubtless, since the time of Tacitus, the German tribes,

more or less, had made some progress; still, assuredly, the
fluctuation, the continual displacement had not ceased, since

the invasion became daily more general and more pressing.

Hence, if I mistake not, partly proceeds the difference

which exists between the point of view of the Germans and
our own. There was, in fact, at the fourth century, among
many German tribes or confederations, among others with

the Franks and Saxons, a commencement of the sedentary,

agricultural life; the whole nation was not addicted to the

wandering life. Its composition was not simple; it was not

an unique race, a single social condition. We may there

recognise three classes of men: 1st, freemen, men of honour

or nobles, proprietors; 2ndly, the lidi, liti, Iasi, &c., or

labourers, men attached to the soil, who cultivated it for

masters; 3rdly, slaves properly so called. The existence of

the first two classes evidently indicate a conquest; the class

of freemen was the nation of conquerors, who had obliged

the ancient population to cultivate the soil for them. This

was an analogous fact to that which, at a later period, in

the Roman empire, gave rise to the feudal system. This

fact was accomplished at various epochs, and upon various

points, in the interior of Germany. Sometimes the pro-

prietors and the labourers—the conquerors and the conquered

—were of different races; sometimes it was in the bosom of

the same race, between different tribes, that the territorial

subjection took place; we see Gaulish or Belgian colonies

submit to German colonies, Germans to Slavonians, Sla-

vonians to Germans, Germans to Germans. Conquest was

generally effected upon a small scale, and remained exposed

to many vicissitudes; but the fact itself cannot be disputed;

many passages in Tacitus positively express it:

“ The slaves, in general, are not arranged in their several

employments in household affairs, as is the practice at Rome.

Each has his separate habitation or home. The master con-

siders him as an agrarian dependent, who is obliged to furnish,

by way of rent, a certain quantity of grain, of cattle, or of

wearing apparel. The slave does this, and there his servi-



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 419

tude ends. All domestic matters are managed by the master's

own wife and children. To punish a slave with stripes, to

load him with chains, or condemn him to hard labour, is

unusual.” (
lb

.

xxv.)

Who does not recognise in this description, ancient inha-

bitants of the territory, fallen under the yoke of conquerors.

The conquerors in the earliest ages, at least, did not culti-

vate. They enjoyed the conquest—sometimes abandoned to

a profound idleness, sometimes excited with a profound passion
for war, hunting, and adventures. Some distant expedition
tempted them; all were not of the same inclination— they
did not all go; a party set off under the conduct of some
famous chief; others remained, preferring to guard their first

conquests, and continued to live upon the labour of the
ancient inhabitants. The adventurous party sometimes re-
turned laden with booty, sometimes pursued its course, and
went to a distance to conquer some province of the empire,
perhaps found some kingdom. It was thus that the Vandals,
the Suevi, the Franks, the Saxons, were dispersed; tints

we find these nations over-running Gaul, Spain, Africa,
Britain, establishing themselves there, beginning states, while
the same names are always met with in Germany—where, in
fact, the same people still live and act. They were parcelled
out: one part abandoned themselves to the wanderin'* life;

another was attached to the sedentary life, perhaps only
waiting the occasion or temptation to set out in its turn.

Hence arises the difference between the point of view of
the German writers, and that of our own; they more especially
were acquainted with that portion of the German tribes which
remained upon the soil, and was more and more addicted to the
agi icultural and sedentary life; we, on the contrary, have been
naturally led to consider chiefly the portion which followed
the wandering life, and which invaded western Europe. Like
the learned Germans, we speak of the Franks, the Saxons,
the Suevi, but not of the same Suevi, the same Saxons, the
same Franks; our researches, our words, almost always
refer to those who passed the Rhine, and it is in the state of
wandering bands that we have seen them appear in Gaul,m Spain, in Britain, &c. The assertions of the Germans
chiefly allude to the Saxons, the Suevi, the Franks who

E E 2



420 HISTORY OI'

remained in Germany; and it is in the state of conquering
nations, it is true, but fixed, or almost fixed in certain parts

of the land, and beginning to lead the life of proprietors, that

they are exhibited by almost all the ancient monuments of
local history. The error of these scholars, if I mistake not, is

in carrying the authority of these monuments too far back

—

too anterior to the fourth century,—of attributing too re-

mote a date to the sedentary life, and to the fixedness of

the social state in Germany ; but the error is much more
natural and less important than it would be on our part.

With regard to ancient German institutions, I shall speak
of them in detail when we treat especially of the barbarian

laws, and more especially of the Salic law. I shall confine

myself at present to the characterizing, in a few -words, their

state at the epoch which occupies us.

At that time, we find among the Germans the seeds of the

three great systems of institutions which, after the fall of the

Roman empire, contested for Europe. We find there: 1st,

assemblies of freemen, where they debate upon the common
interests, public enterprises, all the important affairs of the

nation; 2ndly, kings, some by hereditary title, and sometimes

invested with a religious character, others by title of elec-

tion, and especially bearing a warlike character; Srdly, the

aristocratical patronage, whether of the warlike chief over his

companions, or of the proprietor over his family and labourers.

These three systems, these three modes of social organization

and of government may be seen in almost all the German
tribes before the invasion; but none of them are real, effica-

cious. Properly speaking, there are no free institutions,

monarchies, or aristocracies, but merely the principle to

which they relate, the germ from whence they may arise.

Everything is abandoned to the caprice of individual wills.

Whenever the assembly of the nation, or the king, or the

lord, wished to be obeyed, the individual must either con-

sent, or disorderly brute force obliged him. This is the

free development and the contest between individual ex-

istences and liberties; there was no public power, no govern-

ment, no state.

With regard to the moral condition of the Germans at this

epoch, it is very difficult to estimate it. It has been made
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the text of infinite declamation in honour of or against civiliza-

tion of savage life, of primitive independence or of developed

society, of natural simplicity or of scientific enlighten-

ment; but we are without documents enabling us to esti-

mate the true nature of these generalities. There exists,

however, one great collection of facts, posterior, it is true, to

the epoch of which we are speaking, but which yet presents

a sufficiently faithful image of it; this is the Histoire des

Francs, by Gregory of Tours, unquestionably, of all others,

the work which furnishes us with the most information, which
throws the clearest light upon the moral state of the bar-

barians; not that the chronicler made it any part of his plan,

but, in the ordinary course of his narrative, he relates an
infinite number of private anecdotes, of incidents of domestic

life, in which the manners, the social arrangements, the moral
state, in a word, the man of his period, are exhibited to us

more clearly than in any other work we possess.

It is here that we may contemplate and understand this

singular mixture of violence and deceit, of improvidence and
calculation, of patience and bursts of passion; this egoism of

interest and of passion, mixed with the indestructible empire
of certain ideas of duty, of certain disinterested sentiments:

in a word, that chaos of our moral nature which constitutes

barbarism; a state of tilings very difficult to describe with pre-
cision, for it has no general and fixed feature, no one decided
principle; there is no proposition we can make it, which we
are not compelled the next instant to modify, or altogether to
throw aside. It is humanity, strong and active, but aban-
doned to the impulse of its reckless propensities, to the inces-
sant mobility of its wayward fancies, to the gross imperfec-
tion of its knowledge, to the incoherence of its ideas, to the
infinite variety of the situations and accidents of its life.

It were impossible to penetrate far enough into such a
state, and reproduce its image, by the mere aid of a few dry
and mutilated chronicles, of a few fragments of old poems, of
a few unconnected paragraphs of old laws.

I know but of one way of attaining anything like a correct
idea of the social and moral state of the German tribes—it is

to compare them with the tribes who, in modern times, in
various parts of the globe, in North America, in the interior
of Africa, in the North of Asia, are still almost in the same
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degree of civilization, and lead very nearly the same life,

fhe latter have been observed more nearly, and described
in greater detail; fresh accounts of them reach us every day.
We have a thousand facilities for regulating and completing
our ideas with respect to them; our imagination is constantly
excited, and at the same time rectified, by the narratives of
travellers. By closely and critically observing these narra-
tives, by comparing and analyzing the various circumstances,
they become for us as it were a mirror, in which we raise up
and reproduce the image of the ancient Germans. I have
gone through this task; I have followed, step by step, the
work of Tacitus, seeking throughout my progress, in voyages
and travels, in histories, in national poetry, in all the docu-
ments which we possess concerning the barbarous tribes in

the various parts of the world, facts analogous to those

described by the Roman writer. I will lay before you the

principal features of this comparison, and you will be
astonished at the resemblance between the manners of the

Germans and those of the more modern barbarians—a re-

semblance which sometimes extends into details where one
would have had not the slightest idea of finding it.

1 .

“ To retreat, if you afterward*

return to the charge, is considered

prudent skill, not cowardice.”—l)e

Moribus Gennanorum, vi.

2 ,

“ Their wives and mothers ac-

company them to the field of battle
;

and when their relatives are wounded,

count each honourable gash, and

suck the blood. They are even

dariDg enough to mix with the com-

1 .

“ Our warriors do not pique them-
selves upon attacking the enemy in

front, and while he is on his guard

;

for tills they must be ten to one.”

Choix de Litt. edif. Missions d'Ame-
rique, vii. 49.

“ Savages do not pride themselves
upon attacking the enemy in front

and by open force. If, despite all

their precautions and their address,

their movements are discovered, they

think the wisest plan is to retire.”

—

Ifobertson’s Hist, of America, ii.

The heroes of Homer fly when-
ever, finding themselves the weaker

party, they have the opportunity.

2 .

“ The Tungusian women in Si-

beria go to war as well as their hus-

bands ; and they have as rough treat-

ment.”—Meiners’ Hist, of the Fe-

male Sex, i. IS, 19.

“ At the battle of Yerrauk, in
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batants, taking refreshments to them

and reanimuting their courage.”

—

lb. vii.

“ They have accounts of armies

put to the rout, who have been

brought to the charge by the women
and old men preventing their flight.''

—Ib. viii.

3.

“ There is in their opinion some-

thing sacred in the female sex, and

even the power of foreseeing future

events ; the advice of the women,
therefore, is frequently sought, and

their counsels respected."— lb.

4 .

“ Their attention to auguries, and
the practice of divination, is con-
ducted with a degree of superstition

not exceeded by any other nation.

.... The branch of a fruit tree is

cut iuto small pieces, which being
all distinctly marked, are thrown at

random on a white cloth. If a ques-
tion of public interest be depending,
the high priest performs the cere-

mony
; if it be only a private matter,

the master of the family officiates.

Having invoked the gods, with his

eyes devoutly rnised to heaven, he
holds up three times each segmeut
of the twig, and, as the marks rise in

succession, interprets the decrees of
fate.

“ The practice of consulting the

notes and flight of birds is also in

use among them."—lb. x.

Syria, in 030, the last line was oc-

cupied by the sister of Dezar. with

the Arabiau women, who were accus-

tomed to wield the bow and the

lance. Thrice did the Arabs retreat

in disorder, nnd (mice were they

driven hack to the chnrge by the re-

proaches and blows of the women."

—

Gibbon's Hist, of the Dec. and Fall

of the lloman Kmpire.

3.

“ Wien a national war breaks

out, the priests nnd di\ iners are con-

sulted ;
sometimes, even, they tuke

the advice of the women."—Itob.

Hist, of America, ii.

“ The Hturons, in particular, pay

particular respect to women." —
Charlevoix, Hist, of Canada.

“ The Gauls consulted the women
in important affairs ; they agreed with

Hannibal thnt if the Carthaginians

had to complain of the Gauls, they

should carry their complaint before

the Gaulish women, who should he

the judges of them.”—Mem. de

l'Academ. des Inscrip, xxiv. 374, Me-
nioire de l'Ahbe Feuel.

4.

“ This mode of divination, by
rod, has some relation with divina-

tion by arrow, which was in usage
throughout the East. When Turk-
mans were established in Persia,

after the defeat of the Ghaznevides,

(a.d. 1038,1 they chose a king by

writing upon arrows the names of

the different tribes, of the different

families of the tribes, taken by lot,

and of the different members of the

family.”—Gibbon, Hist, of the Decl.

and Fall of the Homan Empire, xi.

234 .

“ Presages drawn from the song and
flight of birds were known among
the Romans, among the Greeks,

among the greater part of the sa-

vages of America, Natchez, Moxes,
Chequites, &c."—Lett. edif. vii. 205,
viii. 141, 204.
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5.

“ The kings in Germany owe
their election to the nobility of their

births
;
the generals are chosen for

their valour. The power of the for-

mer is not arbitrary or unlimited

;

the latter command more by warlike

example than by their mere orders
;

to be of a prompt and daring spirit

in battle, to appear in the front of
the lines, insures the obedience of
the soldiers, admirers of valour.

The whole nation takes cognizance
of important affairs. The princes

and chiefs gain attention rather by
the force of their arguments than by
any authority. If their opinion is

unsatisfactory to the warriors, the

assembly reject it by a general mur-
mur. If the proposition pleases,

they brandish their javelins.”—lb.

vii. 11.

0 .

“ In that consists his dignity
; to

be surrounded by a band of young
men is the source of his power; in

peace, his liigliest ornament, in war,

his strongest bulwark. Nor is his

fame confined to his own country
;
it

extends to foreign nations, and lie is

then of the first importance, if he
surpasses his rivals in the number
and courage of his followers. If, in

the course of a long peace, a tribe

languishes under indolence,the young
men often seek in a body a more ac-

tive life with another tribe that is

engaged in wnr. The new chief must
show his liberality ;

he must give to

one a horse, to another a shield, to

another a blood-stained and victo-

rious spear ; to all plentiful food

and potations. These are their only

pay.”—lb. xiii.

7.

“When the State has no war

on its hands, the men pass their

time partly in the chase, partly in

sloth and gluttony. The intrepid

warrior, who in the field braved

every danger, becomes in time of

5.

“ Savages know among themselves
neither princes nor kings. They
say in Europe that they have repub-
lics

; but these republics have no
approach to stuble laws. Each fa-

mily looks upon itself as absolutely

free
; each Indian believes himself

independent. Still they have learned
the necessity of forming among them
a kind of society, und of choosing
n chief whom they call cacique, that

is to say, commander. In order to

be raised to this dignity, it is neces-
sary to have given striking proofs of

valour.”—Lett. edif. viii. 133.

tl.

“ The most powerful order among
the Iroquois is that of warlike chiefs.

It is first necessary that they

should be successful, and that they

should by no means lose sight of

those who follow them
; that they

should deprive themselves of what-

ever is dear to themselves in favour

of their soldiers.”—Mem. sur les

Iroquois, in the Varictes Litteraires,

i. 543.
“ The influence of the warlike

chiefs over the young men is more or

less great, according as they give

more or less, as they more or less

keep open table.”—Journal des Cam-
pagnes de M. de Bougainville in

Canada, in the Varietes Litteraires,

i. 488.

i

.

“ With the exception of some
trifling huntings, the Illinois lead

a perfectly indolent life. They pass

their time in smoking and talking,

and that is all. They remain tran-

quil upon their mats, and pass their
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peace a listless sluggard. The ma-
nagement of his house nnd lands

he leaves to the women, to the old

men, and to the other weaker por-

tions of his familv.”— lb. xv.

8 .

“ The Germans, it is well known,
have no regular cities, nor do they

even like their houses to be near

each oilier. They dwell in separate

habitations, dispersed up and down,
as a grove, a spring, or a meadow,
happens to invite. They have vil-

lages, but not. iu our fashion, with
connected buildings. Every tene-

ment stands detached.”—lb. xvi.

9.

“ They arc almost the only bar-

barians who content themselves with
one wife. There are, indeed, some
cases of polygamy among them, not,

however, the effect of licentiousness,

but by reason of the rank of the
parties."—lb. xviii.

10 .

” It is not the wife who brings a
dowry to her husband, but the hus-
band who gives one to his bride

;

not presents adapted for female
vanity, but oxen, a caparisoned
horse, a shield and spear and sword.”—Ib.‘

time in sleeping or making bows.

As to the women, they labour from
morning till night like slaves.”

—

Lett. edif. vii. 82, 867. See also

Robertson's History of America, ii.

8 .

“ The villages of the American
savages and of the mountaineers of

Corsica, are built in the same way
;

they are formed of houses scattered

and distant from one another, so that

a village of fifty houses sometimes
occupies a quarter of a league
square.”—Volney, Tableau des Etats

Unis d'Amerique, 484—480.

0 .

“ Among the savages of North
America, in districts where the means
of subsistence were rare, and the diffi-

culties of raising a family very great,

the man confined himself to a single

wife.”—Robertson’s II ist. ofAmerica.
“ Although the Moxes (in Peru)

allow polygamy, it is rare for them
to have more than one wife

; their

poverty will not allow of their having
more.”—Lett, edif., viii. 71.

“ Among the Guaranis (in Para-
guay) polygamy is not permitted to

the people; but the caciques may
have two or three wives.”—Jb. 261.

10.

This takes place wherever the

husband buys his wife, and where
the wife becomes the property, the
slave of her husband. “ Among
the Indians of Guiana the women
have no dowry on marrying. An
Indian, who wishes to marry an

1 1 here is no doubt that the Germans bought their wives : a law of the
Burgundians declares— “ If any one dismiss his wife without a good
reason, he must give lier a sum equal to what he paid for her.”—Tit. xxxiv.

leo one, king of the Ostrogoths, in giving his niece in marriage to
Hermanfried, king of the Thuringians, writes to him, by the hand of Cas-
siodorus : We inform you that on the arrival of your envoys, they punc-
tually delivered to us the horses harnessed with the silver trappings, be-
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11 .

Populous us the country is, adul-

tery is rarely heard of ; when detected

the punishment is immediate, and
inflicted by the husband. He cuts

off the hair of his guilty wife, and
having assembled her relations, ex-

pels her naked from his house, pur-

suing her with stripes through the

village.—Ih. xix.

12 .

It is generally late before their

young men enjoy the pleasures of

love, and consequently they are not

exhausted in their youth. Nor are

the virgins married too soon.—lb. xv.

Indian woman, must make con-

siderable presents to the father;

—

a canoe, hows and arrows, are

not sufficient
; he must labour a

year for his future father-in-law,

cook for him, hunt for him, fish for

him, &c. Women among the Gu-
anis are true property. ” — MS.
Journal of a ltesidence in Guiana, by

M. de M.
“ It is the same among the Nat-

chez, in many Tartar tribes in

Mingrelia, in Pegu, among many
Negro tribes in Africa.”—Lett. edif.

vii. 221; Lord Kaime’s Sketches of

the History of Man, i. 184— 186.

11 .

It is pretended thnt adultery was
unknown among the Caribbees of the

islands, before the establishment of

the Europeans.—Lord Kaime, i. 207.

Adultery among the savages of

North America is generally punished

without form or process, hy the hus-

band, who sometimes severely heats

his wife, sometimes bites off' her

nose.”—Laug’s Travels among the

different savage nations of North
America, 177. See also the History

of the American Indians by James
Adair, (177.7) 144; Yarietes Litte-

raires, i. 458.

12 .

The coldness of wandering sava-

ges, in matters of love, has often been

remarked : Bruce was struck with

it among the G idles and Shaugallas,

on the frontier’s of Abysinia : Levail-

lant, among the Hottentots. “ The
Iroquois know and say that the use

of women enervates their courage

and their strength, and thnt, wishing

to he warlike, they should abstain

fitting royal marriage horses, the price you, after the custom of the Gentiles,

gave us for our niece.”—Cassiodorus, Varior., iv. 1.

Down to a very recent period, the betrothing in Lower Saxony was called

bnidkop, that is to say, brautkauf [vide purchase].—Adelung, History

of the Ancient Germans, 301.

V
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18.

The uncle on tlie mother's side

regnrds his nephews with an affec-

tion nothing inferior to that of their

father. With some, this relationship

is held to he the strongest tic of con-

sanguinity, insomuch that in demand-

ing hostages, maternal nephews nro

preferred, ns the most endearing ob-

jects, and the safest pledges.—lb.

14 .

“ To adopt the quarrels ns well ns

the friendships of their parents and
relations, is held to be an indispen-

sable duty."— lb. xxi.

from using them, or use them with

modern! ion ."—Mem. sur les I roquois,

in the Varietes Litteraires i. 4.’>fi ; see

ulso Volney, Tabl. des Etats—Unis.

•44*
; Maithus's Essays upon the

principle of Population, i. SO; Robert-

son's Hist, of America, ii. '187.

Among the Greenlanders, the girls

marry at twenty ; it is the same
among most of the northern savages.

—Meiner's Hist, of the Female Sex,

i. 'll).

18.

Among the Natchez, “ it is not

the son of the reigning chief who
succeeds to his father ; it is the sou
of his sister. . . . This policy is

founded on the knowledge of the

licentiousness of their wives ; they
are sure, say they, that the son of
the sister of the great chief, is of the

blood royal, at least on his mother's

side.”—Lett. edif. vii. 217.

Amoug the Iroquois and the IIu-

rons, the dignity of a chief always

passes to the children of his aunts,

of his sisters, or of his nieces on
the maternal side.—Moettrs des Sau-
vages, by futher Lnfitau, i, 78. 471.

14.
“ Every one knows that this fea-

ture is found 'among all nations in

the infancy of civilization, where as
yet there was no public power to

protect or punish. I shall cite but
one example of this obstinacy of
savages in taking veugennce

;
it ap-

pears to me striking and very analo-
gous to what is recounted of the
Germans by Gregory of Tours and
other characters.

“ An Indian, of a tribe established
on the Maroni, a violent and blood-
thirsty man, hnd assassinated one of
his neighbours of the same villnge ;

to escape the resentment of the
family of his enemy, he fled, and
established himself at Simnpo, at

a distance of four leagues from our
desert

;
a brother of the deceased

did not delay following the murderer.
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10 .

“ Hospitality is nowhere more
liberally observed. To turn any
man from their door was regarded as

u crime."—lb.

16.
“ A German delights in the gifts

which he receives
;
yet in bestowing,

he imputes nothing to you as a
favour, and for what he receives, he

acknowledges no obligation.”—lb.

17.

“ To devote both day and night to

deep drinking, is a disgrace to no
man.”—lb. xxii.

18.

“ They have but one sort of

public spectacle ;
the young men

dance naked amidst swords and

javelins pointed at their breasts.”

—

lb. xxiv.

On his arrival at Simapo, the captain

asked him what he came there to do.
* I came,’ said he, 4 to kill Averani,

who has killed my brother.’ ‘ I

cannot prevent you,’ said the cap-

tain to him. But Averani was warned
during the night, and fled with his

children. His enemy, infonned of his

departure, and that he had repaired

by the interior towards the river

Aprouague, resolved to follow him.
‘ 1 will kill him,’ said he, 4 though he
flee to the Portuguese.’ He imme-
diately set out. We know not whether
he attained his end.”—Journal Manu-
script d’un sejour a la Guyanne par

M. de M.
15 .

“ The hospitality of all savage

nations is proverbiid.”—See in the

Histoire de l’Academie des Inscrip-

tions, iii. 41, the extract from a

memoir of M. Simon, and a number
of accounts of travellers.

10 .

“ It is the same with the American
savages; they give and receive with

great pleasure, but they do not think

of, nor will they accept any acknow-
ledgment. 4 If you have given me
tliis,’ say the Galibis, 4

it is because

you have no need of it.’
”—Aublet,

Histoire des Plantes de la Guyane
Fraucaise, ii. 110.

17.
44 The inclination of suvage nations

for wine and strong liquors is uni-

versally known
;

the Indians of

Guiana take long journeys to pro-

cure it ; one of them, of the colony

of Simapo, replied to M. de M
who asked him where they were

going : to drill/:, as our peasantry

say : to the harvest, to the fair.”—
Manuscript Diary of a Residence in

Guiana, by M. de M .

18.

“ Love does not enter the least

into the dances of the North American

savages ; they are only warlike

dances.”— Robertson’s History of

America, ii. 409—401.
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10. 19.
“ The Americans play for their

furs, their domestic utensils, their

clothes, their arms, and when nil is

lost, we often see them risk, at a

single blow, their liberty.

20 .

“ When the Iroquois choose to
paint their faces it is to give them-
selves a terrible air, with which they
hope to intimidate their enemies ; it is

also for this reason that they paint

themselves black when they go to

war.”—Vnrietes I.itteraires, i. 472.
oo

After the Indians are twenty years
old they allow their hair to grow.
—Lett, edif., viii. 201.
The custom of scalping, or taking

off the hair of their enemies, so
common among the Americans, was
also practised among the Germans :

this is the deadvnre mentioned in
the laws of the Visigoths

; the
capillns et culem drtrahere, still in
use among the Franks towards the
year 879, according to the annals
of Fulda; the /ic//in«n of the Anglo-
Saxons, &c Adelnng, Ancient His-
tory of the Germans, 303.

Here are numerous citations; I might extend them much
more, and might almost always place, side by side with the
most trifling assertion of Tacitus concerning the Germans,
an analogous assertion of some modern traveller or historian,
concerning some one of the barbarous tribes at present dis-
persed over the face of the globe.

\ou see what is the social condition which corresponds to
that of ancient Germany: what, then, must we think of those
magnificent descriptions which have so often been drawn?
Precisely that which we should think of Cooper’s romances,
as pictures of the condition and manners of the savages of
North America. There is, wdthout doubt, in these romances
and in some of. the works in which the Germans have
attempted to depict their wild ancestors, a sufficiently vivid
and true perception of certain parts and certain periods of
barbarous society and life— of its independence, for in-

“ They yield to gambling with

such ardour, that when they lm\e

lost everything else, they place their

owu liberty on the hazard of the

die.”—lb.

20.

It was not in order to succeed in

love, or to please, that they decked

themselves, but in order to give them-
selves a gigantic and terrible appear-

ance, as they might have decked
themselves to go before their ene-

mies."—lb. c. 38.

21 .

From the age of early manhood
they allow their linir and beard to

grow, until they have killed an
enemy."— lb. e. 31.
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stance; of the activity and indolence which it combines
; of

the skilful energy which man therein displays against the
obstacles and perils wherewith material nature besieges
him; of the monotonous violence of his passions, &c. &c.
But the picture is very incomplete—so incomplete that the
truth of even what it represents is often much changed by it.

That Cooper, in writing of the Mohicans or the Delawares,
and that the German writers, in describing the ancient
Germans, should allow themselves to represent all things
under their poetic aspect— that, in their descriptions, the
sentiments and circumstances of barbarous life should become
exalted to their ideal form—is very natural, and, I willingly

admit, is very legitimate: the ideal is the essence of poetry

—history itself is partial to it; and perhaps it is the only

form under which times gone by can be duly represented.

But the ideal must also be true, complete, and harmonious;

it does not consist in the arbitrary and fanciful suppression

of a large portion of the reality to which it corresponds.

Assuredly, the songs which bear the name of Homer, form

an ideal picture of Greek society; nevertheless, that society

is therein reproduced in a complete state, with the rusticity

and ferocity of its manners, the coarse simplicity of its

sentiments, and its good and bad passions, without any design

of particularly drawing forth or celebrating such or such of

its merits and its advantages, or of leaving in the shade its

vices and its evils.

This mixture of good and evil, of strong and weak

—

this co-existence of ideas and sentiments apparently contra-

dictory—this variety, this incoherence, this unequal develop-

ment of human nature and human destiny—is precisely the

condition which is the most rife with poetry, for through it

we see to the bottom of things, it is the truth concerning

man and the world; and in the ideal pictures which poetry,

romance, and even history, make of it, this so various and

yet harmonious ivhole ought to be found, for without it the

true ideal will be wanting, no less than the reality. Now it

is into this fault that the writers of whom I speak have

always fallen; their pictures of savage man and of savage

life are essentially incomplete, formal, factitious, and wanting

in simplicity and harmony. One fancies that one sees melo-

dramatic barbarians and savages, who present themselves to
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display their independence, their energy, their skill, or such

and such a portion of their character and destiny, before the

eyes of spectators who, at once greedy of, but worn out with
excitement, still take pleasure in qualities and adventures

foreign to the life they themselves lead, and to the society

by which they are surrounded. 1 know not whether you are

struck, as I am, with the defects of the imagination in our
times. Upon the whole, it seems to me that it lacks nature,

facility, and extension; it does not take a large and simple
view of things in their primitive and real elements; it

arranges them theatrically, and mutilates them under the
pretence of idealizing them. It is true that I find, in the
modern descriptions of ancient German manners, some
scattered characteristics of barbarism, but I can discover
nothing therefrom of what barbarous society was as a whole.

If I were obliged to sum up that which I have now said

upon the state of the Germans before the invasion, I con-
fess I should be somewhat embarrassed. We find therein
no precise and well defined traits which may be detached
and distinctly exhibited; no fact, no idea, no sentiment
had as yet attained to its development, or as yet presented
itself under a determinate form; it was the infancy of all

tilings, of the social and moral states, of institutions, of re-
lations, ot man himself; everything was rough and confused.
There are, however, two points to which I think I ought to
direct your attention:

1st. At the opening of modern civilization, the Germans
influenced it far less by the institutions which they brought
with them from Germany, than by their situation itself,
amidst the Roman world. They had conquered it: they were,
at least upon the spot where they had established themselves,
masters ot the population and of the territory. The society
which formed itselt alter this conquest, arose rather from this
situation, from the new lite led by the conquerors in their
relations with the conquered, than from the ancient German
manners.

2nd. That which the Germans especially brought into the
Roman world was the spirit of individual liberty, the need,
the passion for independence and individuality. To speak
propei ly,^ no public power, no religious power, existed in
ancient Germany; the only real power in this society, the only
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power that w'as strong and active in it, was the will of man-;
each one did what he chose, at his own risk and peril.

The system of force, that is to say, of personal liberty, was
at the bottom of the social state of the Germans. Through
this it was that their influence became so powerful upon the
modern wrorld. Very general expressions border always so
nearly upon inaccuracy, that I do not like to risk them.
Nevertheless, were it absolutely necessary to express in few
words the predominating characters of the various elements
of our civilization, I should say, that the spirit of legality, of
regular association, came to us from the Roman world, from
the Roman municipalities and laws. It is to Christianity, to

the religious society that we owe the spirit of morality, the
sentiment and empire of rule, of a moral law, of the mutual
duties of men. The Germans conferred upon us the spirit

of liberty, of liberty such as we conceive of, and are ac-

quainted with it, in the present day, as the right and property
of each individual, master of himself, of his actions, and of

his fate, so long as he injures no other individual. This is a

fact of universal importance, for it was unknown to all pre-

ceding civilizations: in the ancient republics, the public power
disposed all things; the individual was sacrificed to the

citizen. In the societies where the religious principle pre-

dominated, the believer belonged to his God, not to himself.

Thus, man hitherto had always been absorbed in the church
or in the state. In modern Europe, alone, has he existed and

developed himself on his own account and in his own way,

charged, no doubt, charged continually, more and more heavily

with toils and duties, but finding in himself his aim and his

right. It is to German manners that we must trace this

distinguishing characteristic of our civilization. The funda-

mental idea of liberty, in modern Europe, came to it from its

conquerors.
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EIGHTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture— True cburacter of the Germau invasions—Cause of
errors on this subject—Description of the state of Guul in the lust half of
the sixth century—Dissolution of Roman society: 1. In rural districts

;

V>. In towns, though in a lesser degree—Dissolution of German society :

1. Of the colony or tribe
; 2. Of the warfanng band—Eletueuts of the

new social state: 1. Of commencing royalty
; i. Of commencing feu-

dalism
; 3. Of the church, after the invasion—Summary.

We are now in possession of the two primitive and funda-
mental elements of French civilization; we have studied, on
the one hand, Roman civilization, on the other, German
society, each in itself, and prior to their apposition. Let
ns endeavour to ascertain what happened in the moment at
which they touched together, and became confounded with
one another; that is to say, to describe the condition of Gaul
alter the great invasion and settlement of the Germans.

I should wish to assign to this description a somewhat
precise date, and to inform you, beforehand, to what age and
to what territory it especially belongs. The difficulty of
doing tins is great. Such, at this epoch, was the confusion
oi things and minds, that the greater part of the facts have
been transmitted to us without order and without date-
particularly general facts, those connected with institutions,

3£
h he

,

re :U ‘ous of ‘ lle different classes, in a word, with
the social condition; facts which, by nature, are the least

and ‘

“I
CaSt prCCise - They are omi«ed or strangely

confused in contemporary monuments; we must, at every
step, guess at and restore their chronology. Happily, the
accuracy of this chronology is of less importance at thisepoch than at any other. No doubt, between the sixth and
eighth centuries, the state of Gaul must have changed; rela-

F F
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tions of men, institutions and manners must have been modi-

fied; less, however, than we might be tempted to believe.

The chaos was extreme, and chaos is essentially stationary.

When all things are disordered and confounded to this de-

gree, they require much time for unravelling and re-arranging

themselves; much time is needed for each of the elements to

return to its place, to re-enter its right path, to place itself

again in some measure under the direction and motive force

of the special principle which should govern its development.

After the settlement of the barbarians upon the Roman
soil, events and men revolved for a long time in the same

circle, a prey to a movement more violent than progressive.

Thus, from the sixth to the eighth century, the state of

Gaul changed less, and the strict chronology of general facts

is of less importance than we might naturally presume from

the length of the interval. Let us, nevertheless, endeavour

to determine, within certain limits, the epoch of which we are

now to trace the picture.

The true Germanic people who occupied Gaul were the

Burgundians, the Visigoths, and the Franks. Many other

people, many other single bands, of Vandals, Alani, Sue\ i,

Saxons, &c., wandered over its territory; but of these,

some only passed over it, and the others were japidly

absorbed ’by it; these are partial incursions which are

without any historical importance. The Burgundians, the

Visigoths, and the Franks, alone deserve to be counted

among our ancestors. The Burgundians definitively esta-

blished themselves in Gaul between the years 406 and

413; they occupied the country between the Jura, the

Sanne, and the Durance; Lyons was the centre of then-

dominion. The Visigoths, between the years 412 and 450,

spread themselves over the provinces bounded by the Rhone,

and even over the left bank of the Rhone to the south of the

Durance, the Loire, and the Pyrenees: their king resided at

Toulouse. The Franks, between the years 481 and 500,

advanced in the north of Gaul, and established themselves

between the Rhine, the Scheldt, and the Loire, without in-

cluding Brittany and the western portions of Normandy;

Clovis^ had Soissons and Paris for his capitals. Thus, at the

end of the fifth century, was accomplished the definitive occu-

pation of the territory of Gaul by the three great German

tribes.
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The condition ol Gaul was not exactly the same in its

various parts, and under the dominion of these three nations.
There were remarkable differences between them. The
Franks were far more foreign, German, and barbarous,
than the Burgundians and the Goths. Before their entrance
into Gaul, these last had had ancient relations with the
.Romans; they had lived in the eastern empire, in Italy; they
were familiar with the Roman manners and population. AVe
may say almost as much for the Burgundians. Moreover,
the two nations had long been Christians. The Franks, on
the conti ary, arrived from Germany in the condition of
pagans and enemies. Those portions of Gaul which they
occupied became deeply sensible of this difference, which is
described with truth and vivacity in the seventh of the
“Lectures upon the History of France,” of M. Augustin
Thierry. I am inclined, however, to believe that it was
less important than has been commonly supposed. If I do
not err, the Roman provinces differed more amon<r them-
selves than did the nations which had conquered them. You
have already seen how much more civilized was southern
than northern Gaul, how much more thickly covered with po-
pulation,. towns, monuments, and roads. Had the Visigoths
arrived in as barbarous a condition as that of the Franks
their barbarism would yet have been far less visible and less
powerful in Gallia Narbonensis and in Aquitania; Roman
cu llization would much sooner have absorbed and. altered

1
]

UBl
' *

,

bcl,eve
> 13 what happened; and the diffe-

nch accompanied the three conquests resultedathcr iom the Terences °f the conquered than from that
ot the conquerors.

Besides, this difference, sensible so long as we confine our-selves to a very general view of things,'“becomes cSd r

witr^ttV0 be
?erCeiV

T
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> when we 6° farther onwitu the study ot the society. It may be said that the1 ranks were more barbarous than the Visigoths- but thatbeing said we must stop. In what consistedfhe d£
tssi -™1

to this question. Finall.y, the differmce .TStoLTZ
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that dlfrerence
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’ soon disappeared or became greatly
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lessened. About the year 534, the country of the Bur-
gundians fell under the yoke of the Franks; between the
years 507 and 542, that of the Visigoths became subject to
nearly the same fate. In the middle of the sixth century,
the 1' rank race had spread itself and obtained dominion
throughout Gaul. The Visigoths still possessed a part of
Languedoc, and still disputed the possession of some towns
at the foot of the Pyrenees; but, properly speaking, Brit-
tany excepted, the whole of Gaul was, if not governed, at
least overrun by the Franks.

It is with the Gaul of this epoch that I desire to make you
acquainted; it is the state of Gaul about the last half of
the sixth century, and, above all, of Frankish Gaul, that I
shall now endeavour to describe. Any attempt to assign
a more precise date to this description would be vain and
fertile in errors. No doubt there was still, at this epoch,
much variety in the condition of the Gaulish provinces;
but I shall attempt to estimate it no farther, remaining
satisfied with having warned you of its existence.

It seems to me that people commonly form to themselves
a very false idea of the invasion of the barbarians, and
of the extent and rapidity of its effects. You have, in your
reading upon this subject, often met with the words inun-
dation, earthquake, conflagration. These are the terms
which have been employed to characterize this revolution.

I think that they are deceptive, that they in no way
represent the manner in which this invasion occurred, nor
its immediate results. Exaggeration is natural to human
language; words express the impressions which man receives

from facts, rather than the facts themselves; it is after

having passed through the mind of man, and according to

the impressions which they have produced thereupon, that

facts are described and named. But the impression is

never the complete and faithful image of the fact. In the

first place, it is individual, which the fact is not; great

events, the invasion of a foreign people, for instance, are

related by those who have been personally affected, as

victims, actors, or spectators: they relate the event as

they have seen it; they characterize it according to what they

have known or undergone. He who has seen his house or

his village burnt, will, perhaps, call the invasion a confla-
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gration , to the thought of another, it will be found arrayed
in the form of a deluge or an earthquake. These images
are true, but are of a truth which, if I may so express my-
self, is full of prejudice and egoism: they re-produce the
impressions of some few men; they are not expressions of
the fact in its entire extent, nor of the manner in which it

impressed the whole of the country.

Such, moreover, is the instinctive poetry of the human
mind, that it receives from facts an impression which is

livelier and greater than are the facts themselves; it is its

tendency to extend and ennoble them; they are for it but
matter which it fashions and forms, a theme upon which it

exercises itself, and from which it draws, or rather over which
it spreads beauties and effects which were not really there.
Thus, a double and contrary cause tills language with illusion;

under a material point of view, facts are greater than man,
and he perceives and describes of them only that which
strikes him personally; under the moral point of view, man
is greater than facts; and, in describing them, he lends them
something of his own greatness.

This is what we must never forget in studying history,
particularly in reading contemporary documents; they are at
once incomplete and exaggerated; they omit and amplify: we
must always distrust the impression conveyed by them, both
as too narrow and as too poetical; we must both add to
and take from it. Nowhere does this double error appear
more strongly than in the narratives of the Germanic invasion

;

the words by which it has been described in no way repre-
sent it.

The invasion, or rather, the invasions, were events which
were essentially partial, local, and momentary. A band
arrived, usually tar from numerous; the most powerful,
those who founded kingdoms, as the band of Clovis, scarcely
numbered from 5,000 to 6,000 men; the entire nation of the
Burgundians did not exceed 60,000 men. It rapidly over-
ran a limited territory; ravaged a district; attacked a city,
and sometimes retreated, carrying away its booty, and some-
times settled somewhere, always careful not to disperse itself
too much. We know with what facility and promptitude such
events accomplish themselves and disappear. Houses are
burnt, fields are devastated, crops carried off, men killed or
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led away prisoners: all this evil over, at the end of a few
days the waves close, the ripple subsides, individual sufferings

are forgotten, society returns, at least in appearance, to its

former state. This was the condition of things in Gaul
during the fourth century.

But we also know that the human society, that society

which wc call a people, is not a simple juxta-position of

isolated and fugitive existence: were it nothing more, the

invasions of the barbarians would not have produced the

impression which the documents of the epoch depict; for a

long while the number of places and men that suffered there-

from was far inferior to the number of those who escaped.

But the social life of each man is not concentrated in the mate-

rial space which is its theatre, nor in the passing moment; it

extends itself to all the relations which he has contracted upon

different points of the land; and not only to those relations

which he has contracted, but also to those which he might

contract, or can even conceive the possibility of contracting;

it embraces not only the present, but the future; man lives

in a thousand spots which he does not inhabit, in a thousand

moments which, as yet, are not; and if this development of

his life is cut off from him, if he is forced to confine himself

to the narrow limits of his material and actual existence, to

isolate himself in space and time, social life is mutilated, and

society is no more.

And this was the effect of the invasions, of those appa-

ritions of barbarous hordes, short, it is true, and limited, but

reviving without cessation, everywhere possible, and always

imminent: they destroyed, 1st, all regular, habitual, and easy

correspondence between the various parts of the territory;

2nd, all security, all sure prospect of the future; they broke

the ties which bound together the inhabitants of the same

country, the moments of the same life; they isolated men,

and the days of each man. In many places, and for many

years, the aspect of the country might remain the same; but

the social organization was attacked, the members no longer

held together, the muscles no longer played, the blood no

longer circulated freely or surely in the veins: the disease

appeared sometimes at one point, sometimes at another: a

town was pillaged, a road rendered impassable, a bridge

destroyed; such or such a communication ceased; the culture
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of the land became impossible in such or such a district: in

a word, the organic harmony, the general activity of the

social body, were each day fettered and disturbed; each day

dissolution and paralysis made some new advance.

Thus was Roman society destroyed in Gaul; not as a

valley is ravaged by a torrent, but as the most solid body is

disorganised by the continual infiltration of a foreign substance.

Between all the members of the state, between all the mo-
ments of the life of each man, the barbarians continually in-

truded themselves. I lately endeavoured to paint to you the

dismemberment of the Roman empire, the impossibility under
which its masters found themselves of holding together the

different parts, and how the imperial administration was
obliged to retire spontaneously from Britain, from Gaul,

incapable of resisting the dissolution of that vast hotly.

What occurred in the Empire occurred equally in each pro-

vince; ms the Empire had suffered disorganization, so did each

province; the cantons, the towns detached themselves, and
returned to a local and isolated existence. The invasion

operated everywhere in the same manner, and everywhere
produced the same effects. All the ties by which Rome had
been enabled, after so many efforts, to combine together the
different parts of the world; that great system of administra-
tion, of imposts, of recruiting, of public works, of roads, had
not been able to support itself. There remained of it nothing
but what could subsist in an isolated and local condition, that
is to say, nothing but the wrecks of the municipal system.
The inhabitants shut themselves up in the towns, where they
continued to govern themselves nearly as they had done of
old, with the same rights, by the same institutions. A thou-
sand circumstances prove this concentration of society in
towns; here is one which has been little noticed. Under the
Roman administration, it is the governors of provinces, the
consuls, the correctors, the presidents who fill the scene, and
reappear continually in the laws and history; in the sixth
century, their names become much more rare; we, indeed,
still meet with dukes and counts, to whom the government of
the provinces was confided; the barbarian kings strove to
inherit the Roman administration, to preserve the same officers,
and to induce their power to How in the same channels; but
they succeeded only very incompletely, and with great dis-
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order; tlieir dukes were rather military chiefs than adminis-
trators; it is manifest that the governors of provinces had no
longer the same importance, and no longer played the same
part; the governors of towns now filled history; the majority

of these counts of Chilperic, of Gontran, of Theodebert,
whose exactions are related by Gregory of Tours, are counts
of towns established within their walls, and by the side of

their bishop. I should exaggerate were I to say that the

province disappeared, but it became disorganized, and lost all

consistency, and almost all reality. The towns, the primitive

elements of the Roman world, survived almost alone amidst

its ruin. The rural districts became the prey of the barba-

rians; it was there that they established themselves with their

men; it was there that they were about to introduce by
degrees totally new institutions, and a new organization,

but till then the rural districts will occupy scarcely any place

in society, they will be but the theatre of excursions, pillages,

and misery.

Even within the towns the ancient society was far from

maintaining itself strong and entire. Amidst the movement
of the invasions, the towns were regarded above all as for-

tresses; the population shut themselves therein to escape

from the hordes which ravaged the country. When the bar-

barous immigration was somewhat diminished, when the new
people had planted themselves upon the territory, the towns

still remained fortresses: in place of having to defend them-

selves against the wandering hordes, they had to defend them-

selves against their neighbours, against the greedy and tur-

bulent possessoi's of the surrounding country. There was

therefore little security behind those weak ramparts. Towns
are unquestionably centres of population and of labour,

but under certain conditions; under the condition, on the

one hand, that the country population cultivate for them; on

the other, that an extended and active commerce consume the

products of the citizen’s labour. If agriculture and commerce

decay, towns must decay; their prosperity and their power

cannot be isolated. Now you have just seen into Avhat

a condition the rural districts of Gaul had fallen in the sixth

century; the towns were able to escape for some time, but

from day to day the evil threatened to conquer them. Finally,

it did conquer them, and very soon this last wreck of the
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Empire seemed stricken with the same weakness, and a prey

to the same dissolution.

Such, in the sixth century, were the general effects of the

invasion and establishment of the barbarians upon Roman
society; that was the condition in which they had placed it.

Let us now inquire, what was the consequence of these facts,

with regard to the second element of modern civilization, the

German society itself?

A great mistake lies at the bottom of most of the researches

which have been made upon this subject. The institutions

of the Germans have been studied in Germany, and then trans-

ported just as they were into Gaul, in the train of the Ger-
mans. It has been assumed that the German society was in

much the same condition after as before the conquest; and
persons have reasoned from this postulate in determining the

influence of the conquest, and in assigning to it its part in the

development of modern civilization. Nothing can be more
false and more deceptive. The German society was modified,

defaced, dissolved, by the invasion, no less than the Roman
society. In this great commotion a wreck was all that

remained to each; the social organization of the conquerors
perished like that of the conquered.

Two societies—at bottom perhaps more like each other than
has been supposed, distinct, nevertheless—subsisted in Ger-
many: first, the society of the colony or tribe, tending to a
sedentary condition, and existing upon a limited territory,

which it cultivated by means of labourers and slaves; second,
the society of the warfaring horde, accidentally grouped around
some famous chief, and leading a wandering life. This mani-
festly results from the facts which I have already described
to you.

io the first of these two societies, to the tribes, are, in a cer-
tain measure, applicable those descriptions of the condition of
the ancient Germans by modern Germans, concerning which I
have already spoken. When, in fact, a tribe, small in number as
were all the tribes, occupied a limited territory; when each head
of a family was established upon his domain, in the midst of
his people, the social organization which has been described
by these writers might well exist, if not completely and
effectively, at least in the rough sketch; the assembly of pro-
prietors, ot heads of families, decided upon all matters; each
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horde had its own assembly; justice was dispensed to tlnfm by
the freemen themselves, under the direction of the aged;
a kind of public polity might arise between the confederate

hordes; free institutions were then under the form in which
we meet them in the infancy of nations.

The organization of the warfaring band was different

;

another principle presided in it, the principle of the patronage
of the chief, of aristocratic clientship, and military subordina-

tion. It is with regret that I make use of these last words;

they are ill suited to barbarian hordes
;

yet, however
barbarian men may be, a kind of discipline necessarily in-

troduces itself between the chief and his warriors ; and in

this case there must assuredly exist more arbitrary authority,

more forced obedience, than in associations which have not

war for their object. The German warfaring band therefore

contained a political element that was not possessed by the

tribe. At the same time, however, its freedom was great: no

man engaged therein against his will; the German was born

within his tribe, and thus belonged to a situation which was
not one of his choice; the warrior chose his chief and his

companions, and undertook nothing but with the consent of

his own free will. Besides, in the bosom of the warfaring

band, the inequality was not great between the chiefs and

their men; there was nothing more than the natural inequality

of strength, skill, or courage; an inequality which afterwards

becomes fruitful, and which produces sooner or later immense

results, but which, at the outset of society, displays itself

only in very narrow limits. Although the chief had the

largest share of the booty, although he possessed more horses

and more arms, he was not so superior in riches to his com-

panions as to be able to dispose of them without their con-

sent; each warrior entered the association with his strength

and his courage, differing very little from the others, and

at liberty to leave it whenever he pleased.

Such were the two primitive German societies: what did

they become by the fact of the invasion ? what change

did it necessarily work upon them? By ascertaining this

alone it is that we can learn what German society truly was

after its transplantation to the Roman soil.

The characteristic fact, the grand result of the invasion, as

regards the Germans, was their change to the condition of
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proprietors, the cessation of the wandering life, and the defi-

nitive establishment of the agricultural life.

This fact accomplished itself gradually, slowly, and un-
equally; the wandering life Continued for a long time in Gaul,
at least it so continued for a great number of the Germans.
Nevertheless, when we have estimated all these delays and
disorders, we see that, in the end, the conquerors became pro-
prietors, that they attached themselves to the soil, that landed
property was the essential element of the new social state.

What were the consequences of this single fact, as regards
the regulation of the warfaring band and of the tribe?

As to the tribe, remember what I have told you of the
manner of its territorial establishment in Germany, of the
manner in which the villages were constructed and disposed.
The population was not condensed therein; each family, each
habitation was isolated and surrounded with a plot of culti-

vated ground. It is thus that nations, who have only
arrived at this degree of civilization, arrange themselves,
even when they lead a sedentary life.

When the tribe was transplanted to the soil of Gaul, the
habitations became yet further dispersed; the chiefs of families
established themselves at a much greater distance from one
another; they occupied vast domains; their houses afterwards
became castles. The villages which formed themselves around
them were no longer peopled with men who were free, who
were their equals, but with labourers who were attached to
their lands. Thus, in its material relations, the tribe became
dissolved by the single lact of its new establishment.
1 ou may easily guess what effect this single change was

calculated to exert upon its institutions. The assembly of free-
men, wherein all things were debated, was now got together
with much greater difficulty. So long as they had lived
neai to one another, there was no need of any great art, or
'
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'n order that they might treat in common of

their arbors ; but when a population is scattered, in order that
the principles and forms of free institutions may remain
applicable to it, great social development is necessary, riches,
intelligence, in short, a thousand things are necessary, which
weio wanting to the German horde, transported suddenly
to a territory far more extensive than that which it
had hitherto occupied. The system which regulated its
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existence in Germany now perished. In looking over the
most ancient German laws—those of the Allemanni, Boii,

and Franks—we see that, originally, the assembly of freemen
in each district was held very frequently, at first, every week,
and afterwards, every month. All questions were carried

before it; judgments were given there, and not only criminal,

but also civil judgments: almost all acts of civil life were
done in its presence, as sales, donations, &c. When once the

tribe was established in Gaul, the assemblies became rare and
difficult; so difficult, that it was necessary to employ force

to make the freemen attend: this is the object of many
legal decrees. And if you pass suddenly from the fourth

to the middle of the eighth century, you find that at this last

epoch there were in each county but three assemblies of free-

men in the year: and these not regularly kept, as is proved

by some of Charlemagne’s laws.

If other proofs were necessary, here is one which deserves

to be noticed. When the assemblies were frequent, freemen,

under the name of rachimburgi, arhirnanni, boni homines,

and in various forms, decided upon affairs. When they no

longer attended, it became necessary, upon urgent occasions,

to supply their places; and thus we see, at the end of the

eighth century, the freemen replaced in judicial functions by

permanent judges. The scabini, or sheriffs of Charlemagne,

were regular judges. In each county, five, seven, or nine free-

men were appointed by the count, or other local magistrate,

and charged to present themselves at the assembly of the

country to decide upon cases. The primitive institutions

were become impracticable, and the judicial power passed

from the people to the magistrates.

Such was the state into which the first element of German
society, the colony or tribe, fell after the invasion and under

its influence. Politically speaking, it was disorganised, as

Roman society had been. As to the warfaring band, facts

accomplished themselves in another way, and under a different

form, but with the same results.

When a band arrived anywhere, and took possession of the

land, or of a portion of it, we must not believe that this occu-

pation took place systematically, or that the territory was

divided by lots, and that each warrior received one,

proportionate to his importance or his rank. The chiefs
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o4 the band, or the different chiefs who were united in it,

appropriated to themselves vast domains. The greater part
of the warriors who had followed them continued to live
mound them, with them, and at their table, without possessing
any property which belonged especially to them. The band
did not dissolve into individuals ot whom each became a pro-
prietor; the most considerable warriors entered almost alone
into this situation. Had they dispersed themselves, in order
that each one might establish himself upon a spot of the
territory, their safety amidst the original population would
have been compromised; it was necessary that they should
remain united in groups. Moreover, it was by the life in
common that the pleasures of the barbarians, gaming, the
chase, and banquets, could alone subsist. How° could they
have resigned themselves to isolation? Isolation is only
supportable in a laborious condition; man cannot remain idle
and alone. Now, the barbarians were essentially idle- they
therefore required to live together, and many companions
remained about their chief, leading upon his domains pretty
nearly the same life which they had led before in his train.
Hut from these circumstances it arose that their relative
situation was completely altered. Very soon a prodigious
inequality sprang up between them: their inequality no longer
consisted in some personal difference of strength or of courage
or in a more or less considerable share of cattle, slaves,°or
v aluable goods. The chief, become a great proprietor, dis-posed of many of the means of power; the others were always

anT xtZpHl
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16 m°re the ideas of ProPerty establishedand extended themselves in men’s minds, the more was in-

equality, with its effects, developed. At this period we finda great number of freemen falling by decrees into a verv
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mded on L • °",?ne l'a,“l - «'« wandering lifeended on the other, inequality introduced itself, and in-creased from day to day, among the sedentary warriors.
1 F.ssnis sur 1’Mistoirc Je France, pp. 100 111.
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The progressive parcelling out of lands, during the three
centuries after the invasion, did not change this result.

There are none of you who have not heard of the fees
that the king, or the great chiefs who occupied a vast
territory, distributed to their men, to attach them to their

service, or to recompense them for services done. This
practice, in proportion as it extended, produced, upon what
remained of the warfaring band, effects analogous to those
which I have pointed out to you. On one hand, the
warrior upon whom the chief had conferred the fee, de-
parted to inhabit it,—a new source of isolation and indivi-

duality; on the other, this warrior had usually a certain num-
ber of men attached to him ; or he sought and found men who
would come to live with him upon his domain;—a new source

of inequality. Such were the general effects of the invasion

upon the two ancient Germanic societies, the tribe and the

wandering band. They became equally disorganized, and
entered upon totally different situations, upon totally new
relations. In order to bind them among themselves anew, in

order to form society anew, and to deduce from that society

a government, it became necessary to have recourse to other

principles, to other institutions. Dissolved, like Roman
society, German society, in like manner, furnished to the

society which followed it nothing but wrecks.

I hope that these expressions, society dissolved, society which
perished, do not mislead you, and that you understand them
in their right sense. A society never dissolves itself, but

because a new society is fermenting and forming in its

bosom; the concealed work it is there going on which tends

to separate its elements, in order to arrange them under new
combinations. Such a disorganization shows that facts are

changed, that the relations and dispositions of men are no

longer the same; that other principles and other forms are

ready to assume the predominance. Thus, in affirming that,

in the sixth century, ancient society, Roman as well as Ger-

man, was dissolved in Gaul by the results of the invasion, we
say that, by the same causes, at the same epoch, and upon

the same ground, modern society began.

We have no means of explaining'or clearly contemplating this

first labour; the original sources, the original creation, is pro-

foundly concealed, and does not manifest itself outwardly until
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later, when it has already made considerable progress.

Nevertheless, it is possible to foresee it; and it is important

that you should know, at once, what was fermenting and

being formed beneath this general dissolution of the two
elements of modern society; 1 will endeavour to give you an

idea of this in few words.

The first fact of which we catch a glimpse at this period, is

a certain tendency to the development of royalty. Persons

have often praised barbarian at the expense of modern royalty,

wrongfully, as I think: in the fourth and in the seven-

teenth centuries this word expresses two institutions, two
powers which are profoundly different from each other. There
were, indeed, among the barbarians, some germs of heredi-

tary royalty, some traces of a religious character inherent in

certain families descended from the first chiefs of the nations,

from heroes become gods. There can, however, be no doubt
but that choice, election, was the principal source of royalty,

and that the character of warlike chiefs predominates in the
barbarous kings.

When they were transplanted to the Homan territory, their

situation changed. They found there a place which was
empty, namely, that of the emperors. Power, titles, and a
machine of government with which the barbarians were
acquainted, and of which they admired the splendour and soon
appreciated the efficacy, were there; they were, of course,
strongly tempted to appropriate these advantages. £>uch,
indeed, was the aim of all their efforts. This fact appears
everywhere: Clovis, Childcbcrt, Gontran, Chilperic, Clotaire,
laboured incessantly to assume the names and to exercise the
rights oi the Empire; they wished to distribute their dukes
and their counts as the emperors had distributed their con-
suls, their correctors, and their presidents; they tried to re-
establish all that system ot taxes, enlistment, and administra-
tion which had fallen into ruin. In a word, barbaric
i °) *fitJ , narrow and crude as it was, endeavoured to develop
itself, and fill, in some measure, the enormous frame of imperial
royalty.

I or a long while the course of things was not favourable
to it, and its first attempts were attended with little success;
nevertheless, we may see, from the beginning, that something
ot the imperial royalty will remain to it; that the new
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royalty will by and bye gather a portion of that imperial

inheritance, the whole of which it desired to appropriate at

the first; immediately after the invasion, it became less war-
like, more religious, and more politic than it had hitherto been,

that is to say, it assumed more of the character of the imperial

royalty. Here, if I mistake not, is the first great fact of that

labour which was about to give birth to the new society; that

fact is not clearly manifest as yet, but glimpses of it are

easily to be caught.

The second great fact is the birth of the territorial aris-

tocracy. Property, for a long time after the settlement of

the barbarians, seemed uncertain, fluctuating and confused,

passing from one hand to another with surprising rapidity.

Nevertheless, it is clear that it prepared to become fixed in

the same hands, and to regulate itself. The tendency of

fees is to become hereditary; and, in spite of the ob-

stacles which oppose it, the principle of inheritance pre-

vails therein more and more. At the same time there

arose between the possessors of the fees that hierarchical

organization which afterwards became the feudal system.

We must not transport into the sixth and seventli centuries

the feudalism of the thirteenth; nothing like it then ex-

isted; the disorder of property and personal relations was

infinitely greater than under the feudal system; never-

theless all things concurred, on the one hand, to render pro-

perty fixed; on the other, to constitute the society of the

proprietors according to a certain hierarchy. As we have

seen royalty dawning from the end of the sixth century, so,

likewise, we may discover, from that period, the dawn of

feudalism.

Finally, a third fact also developed itself at this epoch.

I have engaged your attention with the state of the church;

you have seen what power it had, and how it was, so to

speak, the sole living remnant of Roman society. When the

barbarians were established, let us see in what situation the

church found itself, or, at least, what that situation soon be-

came. The bishops were, as you know, the natural chiefs ot

the towns; they governed the people in the interior of each

city, they represented them in the presence of the barbarians,

they were their magistrates within, and their protectors

without. The clergy were therefore deeply rooted in the
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municipal system, that is to say, in all that remained of
Roman society. And they very soon struck root in other
directions; the bishops became the counsellors of the barbarous
kings; they counselled them upon the conduct which they
ought to observe towards the vanquished people, upon the
course they ought to take in order to become the heirs of
the Roman emperors. They had far more experience and
political intelligence than the barbarians, who came fresh
from Germany; they had the love of power, they had been
accustomed to serve and to profit by it. They were thus the
counsellors of the nascent royalty, while they remained the
magistrates and patrons ol the still surviving municipality.

Behold them connected on the one hand with the people, on
the other with thrones. But this was not all; a third position
now opened itself to them; they became great proprietors; they
entered into that hierarchical organization of manorial property
which, as yet, scarcely existed but in tendency; they laboured
to occupy, and soon succeeded in occupying, a considerable
place therein. So that at this epoch, while yet the new
society was in its first rudiments, the church was already
connected with all its parts, was everywhere in good repute
and powerful; a sure sign that it would be the first to attain
dominion; as happened.

.Such were the three great facts—obscure as yet, but visible
by which the new social order announced itself, at the end of
the sixth and the beginning of the seventh century. It is, I
believe, impossible to mistake them; but, in recognising them
we must remember that neither of them had as yet taken the
position and the form which it was to retain. All things
were still mixed and confused to such a degree, that °it
must have been impossible for the shrewdest sight to have
discerned any ot the characteristics of the future. I have
already had occasion to say, and in your studies you havehad opportunities of becoming convinced, that there exists
no modern system, no pretension to power, which has not
discovered grounds for its legitimacy in these beginnings of
our society. Royalty regards itself as the only heir of theRoman empire. 1 lie feudal aristocracy asserts that, at that
time, it possessed the entire country, men and lands; the
towns affirm that they succeeded to all the rights of theRoman municipalities

; the clergy, that they then shared
G G
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all power. This singular epoch lias lent itself to all the re-

quirements of party spirit, to all the hypotheses of science; it

has furnished arguments and arms to nations, to kings, to

grandees, to priests, to liberty as well as to aristocracy, to

aristocracy as well as to royalty.

The fact is, it earned all things in its bosom, theocracy,

monarchy, oligarchy, republics, mixed constitutions; and all

things in a state of confusion which has allowed each to see

all that it chose to see therein. The obscure and irregular

fermentation of the wrecks of former society, German as well

as Roman, and the first labours of their transformation into

elements of the new society, constituted the true condition of

Gaul during the sixth and seventh centuries, and this is the

only character we can assign to it.
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NINTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture—False idea of the Salic law—History of the forma-
tion of this law—Two hypotheses upon this mutter—Eighteen manu-
scripts— Two texts of the Salic law— M. Wiarda's work upon the

history and exposition of the Salic law—Prefaces attached to the manu-
scripts—Value of national traditions concerning the origin and com-
pilation of the Salic law—Concerning its tendencies—It is essentially a
penal code—1st. Of the enumeration and definition of offences in the
Salic law; 2nd. Of penalties; 3rd. Of criminul procedure—Transitory

character of this legislation.

We are to occupy ourselves now with the barbarian laws, and
especially with the Salic law, upon which I must give certain
minute details, indispensable to a knowledge of the true cha-
racter of this law, and of the social state which is indicated
thereby. People have been deeply, and for a long while,
deceived upon this point. A greatly exaggerated importance
has been attributed to the Salic law. You are acquainted
with the reason of this error; you know that at the accession
of Philippe-le-Long, and during the struggle of Philippe-de-
\ idois and Edward III. for the crown of France, the Salic
law was invoked in order to prevent the succession ofwomen,
and that, from that time, it has been celebrated by a crowd of
writers, as the first source of our public law, as a law
alwajs in vigour, as the fundamental law of monarchy.
Those vv ho have been the most free from this illusion, as, for
example, Montesquieu, have yet experienced, to some degree
its influence, and have spoken of the Salic law with a respect
which it is assuredly difficult to feel towards it when we attri-
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bute to it only the place that it really holds in our history.

We might be tempted to believe that the majority of the

writers who have spoken of this law had studied neither its

history nor its scope; that they were equally ignorant of its

source and of its character. These are the two questions which

we have now to solve: we must learn, on the one hand, in

what manner the Salic law was compiled, when, where, by
whom, and for whom; on the other, what the object and plan

of its dispositions were.

As regards its history, I pray you to recal that which I

have already told you touching the double origin and the in-

coherence of the barbarous laws; they were, at once, anterior

and posterior to the invasion; at once, German, and Germano-

Roinan: they belonged to two different conditions of society.

This character has influenced all the controversies of which

the Salic law has been the object; it has given rise to two

hypotheses: according to one, this law was compiled in Ger-

many, upon the right bank of the Rhine, long before the

conquest, and in the language of the Franks; everything in its

provisions which is not suitable to that period, and to ancient

German society, according to this hypothesis, was introduced

afterwards, in the successive revisions which occurred after

the invasion. According to the other hypothesis, the Salic

law was, on the contrary, compiled after the conquest, upon

the left bank of the Rhine, in Belgium or in Gaul, perhaps in

the seventh century, and in Latin.

Nothing is more natural than the conflict of these hypo-

theses; they necessarily arose from the Salic law itself. A
peculiar circumstance tended to provoke them.

In the manuscripts which remain to us, there are two texts

of this law: the one unmixedly Latin; the other Latin also,

but mixed with a great number of German words, of glosses,

and of expositions, in the ancient Frankish tongue, interca-

lated in the course of the articles. It contains two hundred

and fifty-three intercalations of this kind. The second text

was published at Basil, in 1557, by the juris-consult, John

Ilerold, from a manuscript in the Abbey of Fulda. The

purely Latin text was published, for the first time, in Paris,

without date, or the name of the editor; and, for the second

time, by John Dutillet, also in Paris, in 1573. Both texts

have since gone through many editions.
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Of these two texts there exist eighteen manuscripts'

—

namely, fifteen of the unmixedly Latin text, and three of

that in which Germanic words appear. Of these manuscripts,

fifteen have been found upon the left bank of the Rhine, in

France, and only three in Germany. You might be inclined

to suppose that the three manuscripts found in Germany, are
those which contain the German glosses: but such is not the
case; of the three manuscripts with the comments, two only
come from Germany, the third was found in Paris; of the fifteen

others, fourteen were found in France, and one in Germany.
The fifteen manuscripts of the unmixedly Latin texts are

pretty nearly alike. There are, indeed, some various readings
in the prefaces, the epilogues, and in the arrangement or the
compilation of the articles, but these are of little importance.
The three manuscripts containing the German comments differ

much more widely; they differ in the number of titles and
articles, in their arrangement, even in their contents, and still

more in their style. Of these manuscripts, two are written
in the most barbarous Latin.

Here, then, are two texts of the Salic law' which support
the two solutions of the problem; the one appears rather of a
Roman origin, the other more entirely Germanic. Thus the
question assumes this form: of the two texts, which is the
most ancient ?—to which of them should priority be attri-
buted ?

The common opinion, especially in Germany, attributes
the highest antiquity to the text which bears the German
gloss. I here are, indeed, some arguments which seem, at
first sight, to support this view. The three manuscripts of
this text bear the words, Lex Salica antiqua, anliquissima

,

vctustior

;

whilst, in those of the unmixedly Latin text, we
commonly read: Lex Salica recentior, cmendata, reformata.
If we referred the question to these epigraphs, it would be
resolved.

Another circumstance seems to lead us to the same solution.
•Se\ eral manuscripts contain a kind of preface, in which the
history of the Salic law is related. The following is the
most comprehensive. You will immediately see what conse-

1 If I do not err. M. Pertz lias recently discovered two others
lms us yet been published concerning them.

;
hut nothing
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quences are to be deduced from it concerning the antiquity of

the law:
“ The nation of the Franks, illustrious, founded by God,

mighty in arms, firm in treaties of peace, profound in council,

noble and healthy in body, of a singular fairness and beauty,

bold, active, and fierce in fight ; lately converted to the

catholic faith, free from heresy; while it was yet under a

barbarous belief seeking the key of knowledge by the in-

spiration of God, desiring justice, and observing piety accord-

ing to the nature of its qualities: the Salic law was dictated

by the chiefs of their nation, who, at that time, commanded
therein.

“ Four men were chosen of many—namely, Wisogast,

Bodogast, Salogast, and Windogast
,

1 in the places called Sala-

gheve, Bodogheve, Windogheve. These men met in three

trials
,

2 discussed with care all judicial processes, treated of

each in particular, and decreed their judgment in the follow-

ing manner. Afterwards, when, with the help of God,

Choldwig the long-haired, the beautiful, the illustrious king

of the Franks, had received the first catholic baptism, every-

thing in this covenant that was considered unfitting was
amended with perspicuity by the illustrious kings, Choldwig,

Cliildeberg, and Chlotaire; and in this manner was the fol-

lowing decree produced:
“ * Honour to Christ who loves the Franks! May he pre-

serve their kingdom, and fill their chiefs with the light of his

grace! May he protect their army; may he give them signs

which shall bear witness to their faith, awarding unto them

joys of peace and an entire felicity! May the Lord Jesus

Christ direct in the ways of piety those who govern! For

this is the nation which, small in number but valorous and

powerful, shook from its head the hard yoke of the Romans,

and which, after having recognised the sacredness of baptism,

sumptuously adorned with gold and precious stones the bodies

of the holy martyrs whom the Romans had burnt with fire,

massacred, mutilated with the sword, or delivered to be torn

to pieces by wild beasts.

1 Gas/ menus guest; gheve or gnu, canton, district; salogast is the guest

inhabiting the canton of Sole
; bodogast, the guest of the canton of Bode, &c.

- Malliim, un assembly of free men.
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“ Concerning the inventors of laws and their order.

—

“Moses was the first of’ all those who expounded, in sacred

letters, the divine laws to the Hebrew nation. King Pho-
roncus was the first to establish laws and judgments among
the Greeks ; Mercury Trismegistus gave the first laws to

the Egyptians; Solon gave the lirst laws to the Athenians;
Lycurgus established the lirst laws among the Lacedemonians,
by the authority of Apollo; Nuuia Pompilius, who succeeded
to Romulus, gave the first laws to the Romans. Afterwards,
because the factious people would not tolerate its magis-
trates, it created decemvirs to write laws, and these placed
upon twelve tables the laws of Solon, translated into Latin.

They *vere : Appius Claudius Sabinus, T. L. Genutius, P. Ses-
tius Vaticanus, T. Veturius Cicurinus, C. Julius Tullius,
A. Manilius, P. Sulpicius Camerinus, Sp. Postumius Albus,
P. Horatius Pulvillus, T. Romilius Vaticanus. These de-
cemvirs were nominated to write the laws. The consul
Pompey was the first to desire that the laws should be
written in books; but he did not prosecute his desire from
the dread of calumniators. Cmsar afterwards began this

work, but he was killed before he completed it. Little
by little the ancient laws fell into disuse through age and
neglect ; but although they were no longer used, it was never-
theless necessary that they should be known. The new
laws began to count from Constantine and his successors;
they were mixed and without order. Afterwards, the august
Theodosius II., in imitation of the Codes of Gregory and of
Hermogenes, caused the constitutions given out since Con-
stantine to be collected and arranged under the name of each
emperor; and this is called, after himself, the Tlieodosian
Code. Afterwards, each nation selected, according to its

customs, the laws which were suited to it; for a long custom
passes for a law: law is a written constitution; custom is
usage founded upon antiquity, or unwritten law

; for the
woid laic is derived from the word legere (lex a legendo'),
because it is written; custom is a long habit founded solely
upon manners; habit is a certain right which is established
by manners, and which is regarded as law; law is all that
which has already been established by reason, which is agree-
able to good discipline and profitable to salvation; but we
call that habit which is in common use.
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“ Theodoric, king of the Franks, when he was at Chalons,
selected the wise men of his kingdom, and those who were
learned in ancient laws, and dictating to them himself, he
commanded them to write the laws of the Franks, of the
Allemanni, of the Boii, and of all the nations which were
under his power, according to the customs of each. He added
what was necessary thereto, and took away what was impro-
per, and amended, according to the laws of the Christians,
that which was according to the ancient pagan customs. And
of that which king Theodoric was unable to change, on
account of the great antiquity of the pagan customs, king
Childebert began the correction, which was finished by king
Chlotaire. The glorious king Dagobert renewed all these

tilings by means of the illustrious men, Claudius, Chadoin,
Domagne, and Agilof; he caused to be transcribed, with
ameliorations, the ancient law's, and gave them written to

each nation. Laws are made in order that human w'ickedness

should be restrained by fear, that innocence should be shielded

from all danger in the midst of the wdcked, that the wicked
should dread punishment, and that they should curb their

lust for mischief.
“ This has been decreed by the king, the chiefs, and all the

Christian people who dw'cll in the country of the Merovin-

gians. *******
“ In the name of Christ:

—

“ Here commences the compact of the Salic law.
“ Those who have written the Salic law are Wisogast,

Aregast, Salogast, Windogast, in Bodham, Saleham, and

Widham. . .

.”

From this preface, from the words antique
i,

vetustior, in-

serted in a text, and from some other analogous indications, it

has been concluded—1st. That the Salic law was w'ritten

before the invasion, beyond the Rhine, and in the language of

the Franks. 2nd. That the manuscript mixed with German
wmrds was the most ancient, and that it contained the remains

of the primitive text.

The most learned w'ork in which this controversy has been

recapitulated is that of M. Wiarda, entitled, “ Histoire et

explication de la loi Salique,” and published at Bremen in

1808. 1 will not carry you through the labyrinth of discus-
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sions which he engages in upon the different questions which
his work embraces; but merely point out his principal results.

They are generally supported by sufficient proof's, and the
criticism upon them is very careful.

According to M. Wiarda, the text mixed with German
words—in the copies, at least, which we possess of it— is not
more ancient than the other; one might be tempted, indeed,
to believe it more modern. Two articles especially seem to
indicate that this is the case:— 1st. Title 61, entitled De C/ire-

necruda ,' which treats of the cession of property, is found alike
in both texts; but the purely Latin text gives it as a rule
in vigour, while the text with the German gloss adds: “ In
present times this no longer applies.” 2nd. Under title 58,

§ 1st, the text with the gloss runs thus: “According to the
ancient law, whoever disinterred or stripped a dead and
buried body, was banished, ’ &e. This law, described here as
ancient, exists in the unmixedly Latin text without any
observation.

It is impossible to deny that these two passages of the text
with the gloss seem to indicate posterior date.
From this comparison of the texts, M. Wiarda passes to an

examination of the preface, and easily discovers improbabili-
ties and contradictions therein. Many manuscripts have no
preface; in those which have, they vary much. Even that
which I have just read to you is composed of incoherent
parts; the second part, from the words, the inventors of laws,
&c. &c., is copied textually in the treatise OfEtymologies and
Origins, by Isidore of Seville, a writer of the seventh century;
the third, from these words: Theodoric, king of the Franks,
is also found at the head of a manuscript of the law of the
Bavarians. The names of the first compilers of the law of the
Salian h ranks lire not the same in the preface and in the body
of the law itself, i rom these, and many other circumstances,
M.. Wiarda concludes that the prefaces are merely additions
written at the head of the text, by the copyists, who collected,
each in his own fashion, the popular reports, and that there-
fore no authority is to be attributed to them.

Moreover, none of the ancient documents, none of the first

> That is to say, concerning green herbage, from ancient German words
winch answer to the modern words griin, green, and kraut, herb or plant.
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chroniclers who have minutely related the history of the
Franks, neither Gregory of Tours, nor Fredegaire, for in-

stance, speak of any compilation of their laws. We must
come down to the eightli century in order to find a, passage in

which such compilation is mentioned, and then it is in one of
the most confused and most fabulous chronicles of the time,

the Gesta Francortnn, that we read:
“ After a battle with the emperor Valentinian, in which

their chief, Priam, fell, the Franks left Sicambria, and came
to establish themselves in the regions of Germany, at the
extremity of the river Rhine .... There they elected king
Pharamond, son of Marcomir, and, elevating him upon their

shields, they proclaimed him the long-haired king; and then
they began to adopt a law which their ancient gentile

councillors, Wisogast, Windogast, Aregast, and Salogast,

wrote in the German villages of Bodecheim, Salechehn, and
Windecheim.”

(
Gesta Franc, c. 3.)

It is upon this paragraph that all the prefaces, inscriptions,

or narratives, placed at the head of manuscripts, are founded;

they have no other warrant, and merit no more faith.

After having thus discarded the indirect documents ad-

vanced in support of the high antiquity and of the purely

German origin of this law, M. Wiarda comes directly to the

question, and conceives, 1st, That the Salic law was written

for the first time upon the left bank of the Rhine, in Belgium,

upon the territory situated between the forest of Ardennes,

the Meuse, the Lys, and the Scheldt; a country which, for a

long time, was occupied by the Salian Franks, whom espe-

cially this law governed, and from whom it received its name;

2nd, that, in none of the texts actually existing does this

law appear to go further back than the seventh century;

3rd, that it has never been written except in Latin. This

is acknowledged with regard to all other barbarous laws,

the Ripuarian, Bavarian, and Allemannic laws; and nothing

indicates that the Salic law was an exception. Moreover,

the Germanic dialects were not written before the reign of

Charlemagne ; and Otfried of Weissemburg, the translator

of the Gospel, calls the Frankish tongue, even in the ninth

century, linguam indisciplinabilem.

Such are the general results of the learned labour of M.

Wiarda; and, upon the whole, 1 believe that they are legiti-
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mate. He even places too little importance upon a kind of

proof, which is, in my opinion, more forcible than the greater

portion of those which he has so ingeniously examined—

I

mean, the contents themselves of the Salic law, and the facts

which are clearly deducible therefrom. It seems evident to

me, from the dispositions, the ideas, and the tone of their

law, that it belongs to a period at which the Franks had for

a longtime existed amidst a Roman population. It constantly

makes mention of the Romans; and not as of inhabitants

scattered thinly here and there over the territory, but as of a
population numerous, industrious, agricultural, and already
reduced, in great part, at least, to the condition of labourers.

We also perceive from this law, that Christianity was not of
recent date among the Franks, but that it already held an
important place in society and men’s minds. Churches,
bishops, deacons, clerks, are often treated of; and we may
recognise, in more than one article, the influence of religion

upon moral notions, and the change which it had already
wrought upon barbarous manners. In short, the intrinsic

proof, derivable from the law itself, appears to me conclusive
in favour of the hypothesis maintained by M Wiarda.

I believe, however, that the traditions which, through so
many contradictions and fables, appear in the prefaces and
epilogues annexed to the law, have more importance, and
merit more consideration, than he gives them. They indi-
cate that, from the eighth century, it was a general belief,
a popular tradition, that the customs of the Salian Franks
were anciently collected—they were Christians before, in a
territory more German than that which they now occupied.
However little their authenticity, and however defective the
documents where these traditions are preserved may be,
they at least prove that the traditions existed. We are not
obliged to believe that the Salic law, such as we have it, is of
a v erj remote date, nor that it was compiled as recounted, nor
even that it was ever written in the German language; but
that it was connected with customs collected and transmitted
fiom generation to generation, when the Franks lived about
the mouth ot the Rhine, and modified, extended, explained,
i educed into law, at various times, from that epoch down
to the end of the eighth century—this, I think, is the reason-
able result to which this discussion should lead.
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Allow me, before quitting the work of M. Wiarda, to call

your attention to two ideas which are developed there, and
which contain, in my opinion, a large portion of truth. The
Salic law, according to him, is, properly speaking, no law at

all, no code; it was not compiled and published by a legal,

official authority, whether that of a king, or of an assembly of
the people or great men. He has been disposed to see in it a
mere enumeration of customs and judicial decisions—a collec-

tion made by some learned man, some barbarian priest—a col-

lection analogous to the Mirror of the Saxons, to the Mirror
of the Swabians, and many other ancient monuments of the
Germanic legislation, which have evidently only this character.

M. Wiarda founds the conjecture upon the example of many
other nations at the same degree of civilization, and upon a
number of ingenious arguments. One has escaped him

—

perhaps, the most conclusive; this is a text of the Salic law
itself. There we read:

—

“ If any one strips a dead person before he is placed in the

earth, let him be condemned to pay 1800 deniers, which make
45 sous; and, according to another decision, (in alia sentcntia

,)

2500 deniers, which make 62 sous and a-half.” 1

This is evidently not a legislative text, for it contains two
different penalties for the same crime; and the words, accord-

ing to another decision, are exactly those which would be found

in the language of jurisprudence, in a collection of decrees.

M. Wiarda thinks, moreover, and this will confirm the pre-

ceding opinion, that the Salic law does not contain all the

legislation, all the law of the Salian Franks. We find, in

fact, in the monuments of the ninth, tenth, and eleventh

centuries, a certain number of cases which are called rules

secundum legem salicam, and of which the text of that law

makes no mention. Certain forms of marriage, certain rules

of affiancing, are expressly called secundum legem salicam,

which do not figure there at all. From whence one might

conclude that a large number of the customs of the Salian

Franks had never been written, and form no part of the text

which we possess.

Here are a great many details, and I have suppressed man}'

more; I have given only the result of the controversies of

1 Pact. Leg. Sal., ed. Herold, tit.xvii. de Expoliationibus, $ 1.
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which the history of the Salic law alone has been the object.

It is from not having given proper attention to it, from not
having scrutinized with care the origins and vicissitudes of
this law, that such strange mistakes have been fallen into as

to its character. Let us now enter into the examination of
the legislation itself, and endeavour to bring to bear upon it

a rather close criticism, for here also people have strangely
fallen into vagueness and declamation.

The two texts are of unequal extent : the text, mixed
with Germanic words, contains 80 titles and 420 articles or
paragraphs; the purely Latin text has but TO, 71, 72 titles,

according to the different manuscripts, and 406, 407, or 408
articles. One manuscript, that of Wolfenbuttel, a very con-
fused one in its arrangements, contains even a greater number.
At the first aspect it is impossible not to be struck with

the apparent utter chaos of the law. It treats of all things—of
political law, of civil law, of criminal law, of civil procedure, of
criminal procedure, of rural jurisdiction, all mixed up together
without any distinction or classification. If we were to write
out, each on a separate piece of paper, the various articles of
our various codes, and after having thrown them together
into an urn, draw them out as each presented itself, the 'order,
or rather disorder, in which chance would throw them, would
differ very little from their arrangement in the Salic law.
^ hen we examine this law more closely, we perceive that

it is essentially a penal regulation, that in it the criminal law
occupies the first, and, indeed, almost the whole place. The
political law makes its appearance quite incidentally and in-
directly, and in reference only to institutions, to facts which
are regarded as established, and with the foundation or even
declaration of which the law looks upon itself as having
nothing to do; as to the civil law, it contains some enactments
of a more precise and distinct nature, to the preparation of
which much attention seems to have been paid. The same is
the case i\ ith regard to civil procedure. As to criminal pro-
cedure, the Salic law appears to consider almost every point
established and understood; all that it does under this head,
is to supply a few obvious deficiencies, and to lay down in
certain cases the duties ofjudges, of witnesses, &c. Pains and
penalties are here entirely dominant; the great aim is to
repress crime, and to inflict punishment. It is a penal code.
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It contains three hundred and forty-three penal articles, and
but sixty-five upon all other subjects.

Much, indeed, is the character of all legislations in their
infancy; it is by penal laws that nations make the first visible
steps—the first written steps, if I may use the expression

—

out of barbarism. They have no idea of writing the political
law; the powers which govern them, and the forms in which
those powers are exercised, are clear, certain, understood
facts: it is not in this period of their existence that nations
discuss constitutions. The civil law exists in like manner as
a fact; the mutual relations between men, their covenants
and agreements, are left to the rules of natural equity, are
conducted according to certain fixed principles, certain gene-
rally admitted forms. The legal settlement of this portion of
law does not take place until after a much fuller development
of the social state. Whether under a religious form, or under
one purely secular, the penal law is the first that makes its

appearance in the legislative career of nations; their first

effort towards the perfecting of civil life consists in raising

barriers against, in proclaiming, beforehand, punishments for

excesses of individual liberty. The Salic law belongs to this

period of the history of our society.

In order to acquire a true knowledge of this law. apart
from the vague assertions and discussions of which it has
been made the object, let us endeavour to consider it—first,

in the enumeration and definition of crimes; secondly, in its

application of punishments; thirdly, in its criminal procedure.

These are the three essential elements of all penal legislation.

I. The crimes taken cognisance of in the Salic law are

almost all of them classed under two heads : robbery, and
violence against the person. Of three hundred and forty-

three articles in the penal law, one hundred and fifty have
reference to cases of robbery, and of these seventy-four

relate to and assign punishments for the stealing of animals

—

twenty, namely, to pig stealing; sixteen to horse stealing;

thirteen to the stealing of bulls, cows, and oxen; seven to

sheep and goat stealing; four to dog stealing; seven to bird

stealing; and seven to bee stealing. Under these heads the

laws enter into the most minute details; the crime and the

punishment vary according to the age and sex of the thief,

the number of animals stolen, the place and time of the rob-

bery, &c.
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Cases of violence against' the person furnish matter for

113 articles, of which 30 relate to mutilation in every possible

variety, 24 to violence against women, &c.

I need proceed no further in this enumeration of crimes.

They exhibit to us in a clear light two marked characteristics

of the law: 1st, it belongs to a society in a very low and

inartificial state. Open the criminal codes of another period,

you find a far greater variety in the classes of crimes, while

in each class the specification of cases is infinitely less detailed;

we recognise at once more various facts and more general

ideas. The crimes set forth here are, for the most part, such
only as may be anticipated in a condition of things under
which mankind becomes more united, however simple their

relations may be, however monotonous their life. 2nd. It is

also evidently a very coarse and brutal society, in which the

confusion of individual wills and forces is carried to an ex-
tremity, where there is no kind of public power to prevent their

excesses, where the safety of persons and properties is every
instant in peril. This absence of all generalization, of all

attempt to give a simple and common character to crimes,

attests at once the want of intellectual development, and the
precipitation of the legislator. It combines nothing; it is

under the influence of a pressing necessity; it takes, so to

speak, every action, every case of robber}-, of violence in the
very fact, in order to immediately inflict a penalty upon them.
Rude itself, it had to do with rude men, and had no idea but
of adding a new article of law whenever a new crime was
committed, however trilling its difference from those it had
already contemplated.

II. From the crimes let us pass to the punishments, and
let us see what was the character of the Salic law in this
respect.

, , "“M
first glance, we shall be struck with its mildness.

1 his legislation, which as to crimes reveals such violent
and brutal manners, contains no cruel punishments, and
not only is it not cruel, but it seems to bear a singular
respect towards the person and liberty of men: of free men,
that is to say; tor whenever slaves or even labourers are in
question, cruelty reappears—the law abounds in tortures and
in corporeal punishments for them; but for free men, Franks
and even Romans, it is extremely moderate. There are but
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few cases of the punishment of death, and from this criminals
could always redeem themselves; no corporeal punishments,
no imprisonments. The only punishment put forth in
writing in the Salic law, is composition, wehrgeld, wid-
ngeld {—that is, a certain sum which the guilty person was
obliged to pay to the offended person, or to his family. To
the wehrgeld is added, in a great number of cases, what the
German laws call the fred,'2 a sum paid to the king or to the
magistrate, in reparation for the violation of public peace.
The penal system of the law reduces itself to this.

Composition is the first step of criminal legislation out of
the system of personal vengeance. The right concealed under
this penalty, the right which exists at the foundation of the
Salic law, and all barbaric laws, is the right of each man to
do justice to himself, to revenge himself by force ; war
between the offender and the offended. Composition is
an attempt to substitute a legal system for this war; it is the
right of the offender, by paying a certain sum, to protect
himself from the vengeance of the offended; it obliges the
offended party to renounce the employment of force.
Be careful, however, not to suppose that it had this effect

from its origin; the offended party for a long time preserved
the privilege of choosing between composition and war, of
refusing the wehrgeld, and having recourse to vengeance.
The chronicles and documents of all kinds leave no doubt on
the subject. I am inclined to think that at the eighth century
composition was obligatory, and the refusal to be contented
therewith was regarded as .a violence, not as a right; but
assuredly, it had not always been so, and composition was at
first only a rather inefficacious attempt to put an end to the
disorderly contest of individual force—a kind of legal offer

from the offender to the offended.

In Germany, and especially in later times, a far higher
idea has been attached to it. Men of learning and of rare
minds have been struck, not only with the respect for the
power and liberty of man which appears in this kind of
penalty, but with many other characteristics which they think

1 Prohibition money, (from where)), where)), bewahrcn,) guarantee. See
my JEssais s»r 7Histoire de France, p. 197,

2 From frieden, peace.
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are to be recognised in it. I shall arrest your attention but
upon one: what, from the time that we consider things under
an elevated and moral point of view, what is the radical
vice of modern penal legislations? They strike, they punish,
without troubling themselves to know whether the guilty party
accepts the penalty or not, whether he acknowledges his wrong,
whether his will does or does not concur with the will of the
law; they act only by constraint, justice cares not to appear to
him she condemns, under other features than those of force.

Composition has, so to speak, an entirely different penal phy-
siognomy; it supposes, it involves the avowal of wrong by the
offender; it is, in its way, an act of liberty; he may refuse it,

and run the risk of the vengeance of the offended; when he
submits to it, he acknowledges himself guilty, and offers re-
paration for the crime. The offended party, on his side, in
accepting the composition, reconciles himself with the
offender; he solemnly promises to forget, to abandon ven-
geance: so that composition as a penalty has characteristics
much more moral than the punishments of more learned
legislations; it gives evidence of a profound feeling of mo-
rality and liberty.

I here resume, in bringing them to more precise terms, the
ideas ofsome modern German writers; among others, of a young
man lately dead, to the great sorrow of science, M. Rogge, who
has set them forth in an Essay vpon the Judicial System ofthe
Germans, published at Halle, in 1820. Among many inge-
nious views, and some probable explanations of the ancient
social German state, there is, I think, in this system a uni-
versal mistake, a great want of understanding man and bar-
baric society.

.

^ie s
.

our
?
e error, if I mistake not, is the very false

idea which is frequently formed of the liberty which seemed
to exist in the earliest age of nations. There can be no doubt
but that, at this epoch, the liberty of individuals was, in fact

^
ery great. On the one hand, there existed between men

inequalities but little varied, and little powerful; those which
arose from wealth, from antiquity of race, and from a mul-
titude of complex causes, could not yet have been developed,
or ia\ e produced anything more than very transitory effects.
)'* * ie other hand, there was no longer any, or scarcely

any, public power capable of holding in check or restraining
a h °
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individual wills. Men were firmly governed neither by other

men nor by society: their liberty was real; each did almost

what he wished according to his power, at his own risk and
perils. I say according to his power; this co-existence of

individual liberties was, in fact, at this epoch a mere contest

of powers; that is, warfare between individuals and families,

war incessant, capricious, violent, and barbarous as the men
who carried it on.

This was not society; and it was not long before they

found this out ; efforts were made on all sides to escape from

such a state, in order to enter upon social order. The evil

everywhere sought its remedy. Thus it was ordered by this

mysterious life, this secret power which presides over the

destinies of the human race.

Two remedies appeared: 1st, inequality between men
declared itself; some became rich, others poor; some noble,

some obscure; some were patrons, others clients; some masters,

others slaves. 2ndly. Public power developed itself; a collec-

tive force arose, which, in the name and interest of society,

proclaimed and executed certain laws. Thus originated, on

the one side, aristocracy, and on the other, government—that

is to say, two methods of restraining individual will, two

means of subduing many men to a will different from their

own.
In their turn the remedies became evils; the aristocracy

tyrannized, and the public power tyrannized; this oppression

led to a disorder, different from the first, but profound and

intolerable. Still, in the hqart of social life, by tin? sole effect

of its continuance, and by the concurrence of numerous influ-

ences, individuals, the sole real beings, developed, enlightened,

and perfected themselves; their reason was less contracted,

their will less irregular; they began to perceive that they

mi"ht live very well in peace without so great an amount of

inequality or public power—that is to say, that society could

subsist very well without so dear a sacrifice to liberty. At

this time, just as there had been an effort for the creation

of public power, and for inequality between men, so now

there commenced an effort which tended to the attainment

of a contrary end, towards the reduction of the aristocracy

and the government; that is to say, society tended towards

a state which, externally, at least, and judging only from that
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point of view, resembled what it had been in its earliest age,

at the free development of individual wills, in that situation
in which each man did what he pleased, and at his own risk

and peril.

If I have explained myself clearly, you now know where the
great mistake lies of the admirers of the barbarous state:

Struck, on the one hand, by the slight development, whether
of public power, or of inequality, and on the other, by the
extent of individual liberty which they met with, they thence
concluded that society, despite the rudeness of its forms, was
at bottom, in its normal state, under the empire of its legi-
timate principles, such, in fact, as, after its noblest pro-
gressions, it evidently tends again to become. They forgot
but one thing; they did not trouble themselves to compare men
themselves, in these two terms of social life; they forgot that
in the first, coarse, ignorant and violent, governed by passion,
and always ready to have recourse to force, they were inca-
pable of living in peace according to reason and justice—that
is to say, of living in society, without an external force com-
pelling them. The progress of society consists, above all,

in a change in man himsell, in his being rendered capable
ol liberty that is to say, ot governing himself according to
reason. If liberty perished at the beginning of the social
career, it was because man was incapable, while keeping it,

ol advancing in it; his recovering and exercising it more and
more, is the end and perfection of society, but it was by
no means the primitive state, the condition of barbarous
life.

.

In the barbarous life, liberty was nothing but the
empire ot iorce—that is to say, the ruin, or rather the absence,
of society. It is thence that so many men of talent have
deceived themselves concerning the barbaric legislations, and
particularly concerning that which now occupies us. They
have there seen the principal external conditions of liberty,
and in the midst of these conditions they have placed the
sentiments, ideas, and men of another age. The theory of
composition, I have just stated, has no other source: its inco-
herence is evident; and instead of attributing so much moral
worth to this kind of penalty, it should be regarded only
as a first step out of a state of warfare and the barbarous
struggle of forces.

III. 4\ ith regard to criminal procedure, the manner of the
h h 2
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prosecution and judgment of offences, the Salic law is very

imperfect, and almost silent; it takes the judicial institutions

as a fact, and speaks neither of tribunals, judges, nor forms.

One meets here and there, as to summoning, the appear-

ance in court, the obligations of Avitnesses and judges, the

proof by hot Avater, See., a few special dispositions; but in

order to complete them, to reconstruct the system of institu-

tions and manners to which they attach themselves, it is

necessary to carry our investigations far beyond the text, and

even the object of the Ibav. Among the features of informa-

tion which they contain concerning criminal procedure, I shall

arrest your attention upon tAvo points only, the distinction of

fact and Irav, and the compurgators or conjuratores.

When the offender, upon the citation of the offended part}',

appeared in the mat, or assembly of free men, before the

judges, no matter Avhom, called upon to decide, counts, rachim-

burgs, ahrimans, &c., the question submitted to them Avas,

what the Ibav commanded as to the alleged fact: people did

not come before them to discuss the truth or falsehood of

the fact; they fulfilled before them the conditions by which

this first point should be decided; then, according to the

law under which the parties lived, they Avere required to

determine the rate of composition and all the circumstances

of the penalty.

As to the reality of the fact itself, it Avas established

before the judges, in various Avays, by recourse to the judg-

ment of God, the test of boiling Avater, single combat, Ike.,

sometimes by the depositions of Avitnesses, and most fre-

quently by the oath of the conjuratores. The accused

came attended by a certain number of men, his relations,

neighbours, or friends—six, eight, nine, twelve, fifty, seA'enty-

two, in certain cases even a hundred—Avho came to make oath

that he had not done Avhat Avas imputed to him. In certain

cases, the offended party also had his conjuratores. There was

there neither interrogation, nor discussion of evidence, nor,

properly speaking, examination of the fact; the conjuratores

simply attested, under oath, the truth of the assertion of the

offended party, or the denial of the offender. This, as regards

the discovery of facts, Avas the great means and general system

of the barbarous laAvs: the conjuratores are mentioned less

frequently in the Ibaa' of the Salian Franks, than in the other
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barbarous laws—in that of the Ripuarian Franks, for instance;

yet there is no doubt that they were everywhere equally in

use, and the foundation of criminal procedure.

This system, like that of composition, has been an object

of great admiration to many learned men; they have seen
in it two rare merits ; the power of the ties of family,

friendship, or neighbourhood, and the confidence placed by
the law in the veracity of man: “ The Germans,” says Rogge,
“ have never felt the necessity for a regular system of proofs.
What may appear strange in this assertion vanishes, if one is

thoroughly impressed, as 1 am, with a full faith in the nobility
of character, and, above all, the unbounded veracity of our
ancestors.” 1

It would be amusing to pass from this sentence to Gregory
of Tours, the poem of the Niebelungen, and all the poetical
or historical monuments of the ancient German manners:
to the artifice, deceit, and want of faith, shown there at every
step, sometimes with the most dexterous refinement, and
sometimes with the coarsest audacity. Can you believe that
the Germans were any different when before their tribunals
than in common life, and that the registers of their law-suits,
if such things as registers then existed, should give the lie to
their history?

I do not attach any special reproach to them for these
vices; they are the vices of all barbarous nations, in all
epochs, and under every zone; American traditions bear
witness to it, as well as those of Europe, and the Iliad as
well as the Niebelungen. I am far, too, from denying that
natural morality in man, which abandons him in no age
or condition of society, and mixes itself with the most brutal
empire of ignorance or passion. But you will readily com-
prehend, what, in the midst of such manners, the oaths of the
conjuratores must very frequently have been.

With regard to the spirit of tribe or family, it is true, it
was powerful among the Germans; of this, among many
other proofs, the conjuratores give one; but it had not all the
causes, nor did it produce all the moral consequences which
aie attributed to it: a man accused was a man attacked; his
neighbours followed and surrounded him before the tribunal

1 Ueber Jos ferichtwesen der Gennoueu, Preface, p. 0.
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as at a combat. It was between families that the state of

warfare subsisted in the heart of barbarism: can we be sur-

prised that they should group and put themselves in move-
ment when, under such a form, war menaced them?

The true origin of the conjuratores was, that all other

means of establishing facts were almost impracticable. Think
what such an inquiry exacts, what a degree of intellectual

development and public power are necessary in order to con-

front the various kinds of proofs, to collect and contest

the evidence, to bring the witnesses before the j udges, and
to obtain truth from them in the presence of the accusers

and the accused. Nothing of this was possible in the society

governed by the Salic law; and it was neither from choice

nor moral combination that they then had recourse to the

judgment of God and the oath of relations, but because they

could neither do, nor apprehend anything better.

Such are the principal points of this law which seemed to

me to merit your attention. I say nothing of the fragments

of political law, civil law, or civil procedure, which are

found dispersed through it, nor even of that famous article

which orders that “ Salic land shall not fall to women; and

that the inheritance shall devolve exclusively on the males.”

No person is now ignorant of its true meaning. Some dis-

positions, relative to the forms by which a man may separate

himself from his family
,

1 the getting free of all obligation of

relationship, and entering upon an entire independence, are

very curious, and give a great insight into social life; but

they hold an unimportant place in the law, and do not de-

termine its end. I repeat, that it is essentially a penal code,

and you now comprehend it under tliis view. Considering it

in its whole, it is impossible not to recognise in it a complex,

uncertain, and transitory legislation. One feels at every

moment the passage from one country into another, from one

social state into another social state, from one religion into

another religion, and from one language into another language;

almost every metamorphosis which can take place in the life

of a nation is stamped upon it. Its existence also was pre-

carious and brief; from the tenth century, perhaps, it was

replaced by a multitude of local customs, to which, of a

• Tit. liii. § 1— rj.
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surety, it had contributed a great deal, but which were
likewise drawn from other sources, in the Roman law, the

canon law, and the necessities of circumstances; and when,
in the fourteenth century, they invoked the Salic law, in

order to regulate the succession to the crown, it had certainly

been a long time since it had been spoken of, except in re-

membrance, and upon some great occasion.

Three other barbarian laws ruled over the nations esta-

blished in Gaul, those of the Ripuarians, the Burgundians,
and the Visigoths; these will form the subject of our next
lecture.
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TENTH LECTURE.

Object of the lecture— Is the transitory character of the Salic law

found in the laws of the llipuarians, the Burgundians, and the Visi-

goths ?—1st, The law of the Ripuarians—The Ripuarian Franks

—

History of the compilation of their law—Its contents—Difference be-

tween it and the Salic law—tlnd, The law of the Burgundians—History

of its compilation—Its contents—Its distinctive character—3rd, The
law of the Visigoths—It concerns the history of Spain more than that

of France—Its general character—Effect of Roman civilization upon

the barbarians.

In our last lecture, the character which, on summing up,

appeared to us dominant and fundamental in the Salic law,

was that of being a transitory legislation, doubtless essentially

German, yet distinguished by a Roman stamp; which would
have no future; and which showed, on the one hand, the

passage from the German into the Roman social state, and

on the other, the decay and fusion of the two elements for

the good of a new society, to which they both concurred, and

which began to appear amidst their wreck.

This result of the examination of the Salic law will he

singularly confirmed, if the examination of the other bar-

barous laws likewise lead us to it; still more, if we find in

these various laws, different epochs of transition, different

phases of transformation, which may be imperfectly dis-

covered in the other; if we recognise, for example, that the

law of the Ripuarians, the law of the Burgundians, and the

law of the Visigoths, are in some measure placed in the same

career as the Salic law, at unequal distances, and leave us, if

the term be permitted, products more or less advanced in the

combination of the German and Roman society, and in the

formation of the new state which was to be the result.



CIVILIZATION IN FRANCE. 473

It is to this, I believe, that the examination of the three

laws will, in fact, conduct us, that is to say, of all those which,
within the limits of Gaul, exercised any true influence.

The distinction between the Ripuarian Franks and the

Salian Franks is known to you; these were the two principal

tribes, or rather the two principal collections of tribes of the
great confederation of the Franks. The Salian Franks pro-
bably took their name from the river Yssel, ( Ysala,) upon the
banks of which they were established, after the movement of
nations which had driven them into Batavia; their name was
therefore of German origin, and we may suppose that it was
given them by themselves. The Ripuarian Franks, on the
contrary, evidently received theirs from the Romans. They
inhabited the banks of the Rhine. As the Salian Franks
advanced towards the south-west, into Belgium and Gaul,
the Ripuarian Franks spread also towards the west, and
occupied the territory between the Rhine and the Meuse, to
the forest of Ardennes. The first became, or well nigh,
the Franks of Neustria; the last, the Franks of Australia.
These two names, without exactly corresponding to the primi-
tive distinction, reproduce it faithfully enough.
At the beginning of our history, the two tribes appear for

a time re-united in a single nation and under a single empire.
I will read to you, upon this subject, the account of Gregory
of Tours; always, without his knowing it, the truest painter
of the manners and events of this epoch. You will there
see what, at that time, was understood by the words union of
nations and conquest.

“ When Clovis came to battle against Alaric, king of the
Goths, he had for an ally the son of Sigebert-Claude, (kin"
of the Ripuarian I ranks, and who resided at Cologne,'

)

named Chloderic. This Sigebert limped, from a blow on the
knee which he had received at the battle of Tolbiac, against
the trermans. . . . King Clovis, during his sojourn at Paris,
sent secretly to the son of Sigebert, saying to him: ‘ Your
hither is aged, and he limps with his bad "leg: if he should
dm, his kingdom belongs to you of right, as well as our friend-
ship. Seduced by this ambition, Chloderic formed the pro-
ject of killing his father.

Sigebert had gone out of the town of Cologne, and,
having passed the Rhine, was walking in the forest of Bu-
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conia; lie slept at. noon in his tent; his son sent assassins

against him and procured his death, in the hope that he
should possess his kingdom. But, by the judgment of God,
he fell into the very grave which he had maliciously dug for

his father. He sent to king Clovis messengers announcing
the death of his father, and said to him: ‘ My father is dead,

and I have in my power his treasures and his kingdom. Send
to me and I will willingly give you what treasures you please.’

Clovis returned for answer: ‘ I return thee thanks for thy
good will, and pray thee show thy treasures to’ my deputies,

after which thou shalt possess them all.’ Chloderic then

showed his father’s treasures to the deputies. Whilst they

examined them, the prince said: ‘ This is the coffer in which
my father was accustomed to amass his gold coin.’ They
said to him, ‘ Plunge your hand to the bottom, in order to

find all.’ Having done this, and while he stooped low, one

of the deputies raised his axe and broke his skull. Thus did

this unworthy son suffer the same death which he had inflicted

on his father. Clovis learning that Sigebert and his son were

dead, came to this same town, and having convoked all the

people, he said to them: ‘ Listen to what has happened.

While I was sailing upon the river Scheld, Chloderic, my
cousin’s %on, alarmed his father by telling him that I wished

to kill him. As Sigebert fled through the forest of Buconia,

Chloderic sent murderers after him, who put him to death;

he himself was assassinated, I know not by whom, at the

moment of his opening his father’s treasures. I am no

accomplice in these things. I could not shed the blood ofmy
friends, because it is forbidden ; but since these things have

happened, I have some advice to give you. If it is agreeable

to you, follow it. Have recourse to me; put yourselves

under my protection.’ The people answered these words

by plaudits of hand and mouth; and having raised him upon

a shield, they created him their king. Clovis then received

the kingdom and treasures of Sigebert. Every day God

caused his enemies to fall into his hands, and augmented his

kingdom, because he walked with an upright heart before the

Lord, and did the things that were pleasing in his sight .” 1

1 Gregoiy of Tours, in my Collection des Memoircs dc I'liistoire de

France, i. pp. 104—107.
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This union of the two nations, if such a fact may bear the

name, was not of long duration. On the death of Clovis, his

son, Theodoric, was king of the eastern Franks; that is

to say, of the Ripuarian Franks; he resided at Metz. To
him is generally attributed the compilation of their law.

This, in fact, is indicated by the preface of the Salic law,

which I have already read, and which is likewise found at

the beginning of the Bavarian law. According to this

tradition, then, the law of the Ripuarians should be placed
between the years 5 1 1 and 534. It could not have, like

the Salic, the pretension of ascending to the right-hand
bank of the Rhine, and to ancient Germany. Still its

antiquity must be great. I am inclined to abridge it, in

its actual form at least, of nearly a century of existence. The
preface, which describes it as digested under Theodoric,
attributes to this chief also the law of the Germans; now it

is almost certain that this was not digested until the reign of
Clotaire II., between the years 613 and 628; this is what
the best manuscripts give us reason to suppose. The autho-
rity of this preface, therefore, becomes very doubtful with
regard to the law of the Ripuarians; and, after an attentive
comparison of the evidence, I am inclined to believe that
it was only under Dagobert I., between the yfars 628
and 638, that it took the definite form under which it has
reached us.

Let us now pass to the history of its contents. I have
submitted it to the same analysis as the .Salic law. It con-
tains 89 or 91 titles, and (according to various distributions)
224 or 227 articles; namely, 164 of penal law, and 113 of
political or civil law, and civil or criminal procedure. Of
the 164 articles of penal law, we reckon 94 for violence
against persons, 16 for cases of theft, and 64 for various
offences.

At the first glance, according to this simple analysis, the
Ripuarian law a good deal resembles the Salic law ; it is also
an essentially penal legislation, and gives evidence of nearly
the same state of manners. Still, when regarded more closely,
we discover important differences. I spoke to you at our last
meeting of the conjuratores

, or compurgators, who, without,
properly speaking, bearing witness, came to attest by their
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oath the truth or falsehood of the facts alleged by the offended

or the offender. The conjuratores held a specially important
place in the law of the Ripuarians. There is mention made of

them in fifty-eight articles of this law, and on every occasion it

minutely regulates the number of the compurgators, the forms
of their appearance, &c. The Salic law speaks much more
rarely of them—so rarely, that some persons have doubted
whether the system of the conjuratores was in force among
the Salian Franks. This doubt does not seem well founded.

If the Salic law has scarcely spoken of it, it is because it looked

upon the system as an established and understood fact, of

which there was no need to write. Besides, everything

indicates that this fact was real and powerful. What were
the reasons for its frequent insertion in the law of the Ripu-

arians? I will presently give the only explanation of this

that I can catch a glimpse of.

Another custom is also much more frequently mentioned

in the Ripuarian than in the Salic law; I mean judicial

combat. There are many traces of it in the Salic law ; but

the Ripuarian law formally institutes it in six distinct articles.

This institution, if such a fact merits the name of institution,

played too important a part in the middle ages to allow of our

not endeavouring to understand it at the moment that it

appeal's for the first time in laws.

I have endeavoured to show how composition—properly

speaking, the only punishment of the Salic law—was a first

attempt to substitute a legal system in place of the right of

war, in place of vengeance, and the contest of physical force.

Judicial combat was an attempt of the same kind; its aim was
to subdue war itself, individual vengeance, to certain forms and

rules. Composition and judicial combat were intimately con-

nected, and simultaneously developed themselves. A crime

had been committed, a man offended; it was generally be-

lieved that he had a right to revenge himself, to pursue by

force the reparation of the wrong to which he had been

subjected. But a commencement of law, a shadow of public

power interfered, and authorized the offender to offer a certain

sum to repair his crime. But, originally, the offended party

had the right to refuse the composition, and to say—“ I

will exercise my right of vengeance, I desire war.” Then

the legislator, or rather the customs, for we personify under
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the name legislator, mere customs which for a long period

had no legal authority, the customs then interfered, saying—“If you wish to revenge yourself, and make war upon
your enemy, you must do so according to certain terms, and in

the presence of certain witnesses.”

Thus was judicial combat introduced into the legislation as

a regulation of the right of war, a limited arena opened to

vengeance. Such was its first and true source ; the recourse
to the judgment of God, the truth proclaimed by God him-
self in the issue of the combat, are ideas whose association

with it is of later date, when religious creeds and the Christian
clergy played an important part in the thought and life of the
barbarians. Originally, judicial combat was only a legal form
of the right of the strongest—a form much more explicitly
recognised in the law of the Ripuarians than in the Salic
law.

Judging from the two differences, one would be, for the
moment, inclined to suppose that the first of these two laws
was the most ancient. In fact, there can be no doubt that
the system of the conjuratores and judicial combat belonged to
the primitive German society. The Ripuarian, therefore, would
seem their most faithful image. It was nothing of the kind.
And, first, these two differences, which seemed to give to
tliis law a more barbarous physiognomy, themselves indi-
cate an effort, a first step out of barbarism, for they give
evidence of the design, if not to abolish it, at all events to
regulate it.

Silence upon tliis subject leaves all things under the em-
pire of custom—that is to say, of violence and chance: the
Ripuarian law attempted in writing, by determining the
custom, to convert it into law—that is to say, to render it
fixed and general. A certain symptom of a more modern
date, and of a society rather more advanced.

Besides, there were other differences between these two
laws which incontestably prove this result.

1st, Tou have seen, by the simple enumeration of the
articles, that civil law held a greater place in the Ripuarian
than ’ n the Salic law. There penal law always dominated.
Still the law is less exclusively a penal code; the procedure,
the rule of evidence, the state of persons, property and its
various modes of transmission—in a word, all parts of legisla-
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tion not penal, are, at least, indicated in it, and often with a
great deal of precision.

2nd, Moreover, and this is an important fact, royalty
appeared more in the Ripuarian law than in the other. It
appeared but little in a political relation: it was not a question
of royal power, nor the manner of exercising it; but it was
a question of the king, as of an individual more important
in all respects, and with whom the law should specially
occupy itself. It regarded him, above all, as a proprietor or
patron, as having vast domains, and upon these domains serfs

who cultivated them—men engaged in his service or placed
under his protection; and by reason of this title they accorded
to him, to himself or those belonging to him, numerous and
very important privileges. I will give a few examples.

“ I. If any one carry off by violence anything belonging to

one of the king’s men, or to any one attached to the church,
he shall pay a composition treble what he would have had to

pay had the crime been committed towards any other Ripu-
arian.”—Tit. xi. § 4.

“ II. If the crime be committed by a man attached to the

church, or to one of the king’s domains, he shall pay half the

composition which another Frank would have paid. In
case of denial, he must appear with thirty-six compurgators.”

—Tit. xviii. § o.
“ III. A man attached to the domains of the king, Roman

or freedman, cannot be the object of a capital accusation.”

—

Tit. lx. § 22.
“ IV. If he be summoned to appear in justice, he shall

make known his condition by a declaration which he shall

affirm upon the altar; after which proceedings with regard

to him shall be different from those with regal'd to the Ripu-

arians.”—Ibid. § 23.
“ V. Slaves belonging to the king or to a church do not

plead by means of a defender; but they defend themselves,

and are allowed to justify themselves by oath, without being

obliged to answer the summonses which may be addressed to

them.”—Ibid. §
24.

“ VI. If any one shall seek to overthrow a royal charter

without being able to produce another repealing the first,

he shall answer this attempt with his life.”—Tit. lvii. § 7.

“ VII. Whoever shall commit treason towards the king
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shall forfeit his life, and all his goods shall be confiscated.”

—

Tit. lxxi. § 1.

The Salic law says nothing of this kind; here royalty has

evidently made an important progress.

3rd. The same difference exists between the two laws with

regard to the church; the articles which 1 have just read

completely prove it; the church is everywhere assimilated to

royalty; the same privileges are accorded to her lands and
her labourers.

4th. One discovers, also, in the Ripuarian law, a rather

more marked inffuence of the Roman law; it does not confine

itself to mentioning it merely in order to say that the Romans
lived under its empire; it accepts some of its provisions.

Thus, in regulating the formula; of enfranchisement, it says :

“ We desire that every Ripuarian Frank, or freed man,
who, for the good of his soul, or for a sum, wishes to free his

slave in the forms indicated by the Roman law, present him-
self at the church, before the priests, deacons, and all the

clergy and people. . . .” (The formulae of enfranchisement
follow.)—Tit. lx. § 1.

This, although a slight, is a real indication of a more
advanced society.

5th. Lastly, when we read the Ripuarian law attentively

in its whole, we are struck with a character less barbarous
than that of the Salic law. The provisions are more precise
and extensive; we discover more purpose in them, and
purpose more matured and political, and inspired by more
universal views. They are not always mere customs which
they digest; the legislators say at times, “We establish, we
order.” 1 In fact, everything indicates that this legislation, if

not in its form, at least in the ideas and manners which are
its foundation, belongs to a posterior epoch, to a state some-
what less barbarous, and shows a new step in the transition
from the German to the Roman society, and from these two
societies to a new society arising from their amalgamation.
From the law ol the Ripuarians let us pass to that of the

13urgundians, and let us see il we shall there find the same
fact.

The compilation of the law of the Burgundians fluctuates

1 Tit. lxxvi. § 1. lit. xc.
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between the year 467 or 468, the second of the reign of

Gondebald, and. the year 534, the time of the fall of this

kingdom under the arms of the Franks. Three parts, pro-

bably of different dates, compose this law. The first, which

comprehends the first forty-one titles, evidently belongs to

king Gondebald, and appears to have been published before

the year 501. From the forty-second title, the character of

the legislation changes. The new laws are scarcely anything

more than modifications of the old ones; they explain, reform,

complete, and announce them definitely. From the con-

sideration of many facts, into the details of which I shall

not enter here, one is inclined to believe that this second

part was digested and published towards the year 517,

by Sigismond, the successor of Gondebald. Lastly, two sup-

plements form a third part, added to the law, under the

positive name of Additamenta, probably also by Sigismond,

who died in 523.

The preface, placed in front of the text, confirms these

conjectures; it is evidently composed of two prefaces of dif-

ferent epochs; one by King Gondebald, and the other by

King Sigismond. Some manuscripts have attributed the latter

alsolo Gondebald; but those which give it to Sigismond cer-

tainly merit the preference.

This preface throws light upon questions much more im-

portant than the date of the law, and at once clearly distin-

guishes it from the two laws which have just occupied our

attention. It is necessary that I should read it to you

throughout.
“ The most glorious king of the Burgundians, after having,

for the interest and repose of our people, deliberately reflected

upon our institutions and those of our ancestors, and upon

what, in every matter and every business, is expedient for

honesty, regularity, reason, and justice, we have weighed all

this in our great assemblies; and as much by our advice as

theirs, we have ordered the following statutes to be written,

to the end that the laws may remain eternal:

—

“ By the grace of God, in the second year of the most

glorious Lord King Sigismund, the book of ordinances touch-

ing the eternal maintenance of the laws past and present, made

at Lyons the 4th day of the calends of April.

« p>y love ofjustice, through which God becomes favourable
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to us, and by which we acquire power upon earth, having first

held counsel with our counts and nobles, we have applied our-
selves to regulate all things in such a manner that integrity
and justice in judgments may dispel all corruption. All
those who are in power, counting from this day, must jud«e
between the Burgundian and the Homan according to the
tenour of our laws, composed and amended by common accord

;

in such manner that no person shall hope or dare, in a judg-
ment or law-suit, to receive anything of one of the parties
by way of gift or advantage; but that the party having
justice on his side shall obtain it, and that to this end the
integrity of the judge shall suffice. We think it our duty to
impose this duty on ourselves, to the end that no one, in what
case soever, shull tempt our integrity by solicitations or
presents, thus, from love of justice, repelling far from our-
selves, what, throughout our kingdoms, we interdict all
judges from doing. Our treasury shall no longer pretend
to exact more as penalty than is found established in the laws.
Let the nobles, counts, counsellors, domestics, and mayors
ot our house, the chancellors and counts of cities and
districts, both Burgundians and Romans, as well as all
deputy judges, even in case of war, know then that they are
to receive nothing for causes treated or judged before them;
and that they shall ask nothing of the parties by way of pro-
mise or recompence. The parties shall not be forced to
compound with the judge in such a manner that he shall
receive anything. If any of the said judges allow them-
selves to be corrupted, and, despite our laws, be convicted
o receiving a recompence in a law -suit or judgment, how-
ever justly tried, for the example of all, if the crime be
proved, let him be punished with death, in such a manner,however that he who is convicted of venality, having been
punished himself, his possessions be not taken from his

J d;™ or legitimate heirs. With regard to the secretaries
1 } J u S°f>

'' e th'Hk that, for their fee in cases, a third
of a penny should be allowed them in causes above ten solidi;below that sum they must demand less. The crime of venality
>emg interdicted under the same penalties, we order that
\o mns e jueged according to Roman laws, as was done byour ancestors; and let these latter know that they shall
receive in writing the form and tenour of the laws according

i i
°
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to which they shall be judged; to the end that no person

can excuse himself upon the score of ignorance. As regards

what may have been ill judged formerly, the tenour of the

ancient law must be preserved. We add this, that if a judge

accused of corruption cannot in any way be convicted, the

accuser shall be liable to the penalty which we have ordered

to be inflicted upon a prevaricating judge.

“ If some point be found unprovided for in our laws, we order

that it be referred to our judgment, upon that point only. If

any judge, whether barbarian or Homan, through simplicity or

negligence, judge not a cause upon which our law has deter-

mined, and if he be exempt from corruption, let him know
that he shall pay thirty Homan solidi, and that the parties

being interrogated, the cause shall be judged anew. We add

that if, after having been summoned three times, the judges

decide not; and if he whose cause it is thinks it should be

referred to us; and if he prove that he has summoned his

judges three times, and has not been heard, the judge shall

be condemned to a fine of twelve solidi. But if any person,

in any case whatsoever, having neglected to summon the

judges three times, as we have prescribed, dares to address

himself to us, he shall pay the fine which we have esta-

blished for a tardy judge. And in order that a cause may

not be delayed by the absence of the deputy judges, let no

Roman or Burgundian count presume to judge a cause in

the absence of the judge before whom it should be tried,

to the end that those who have recourse to the law may not

be uncertain as to the jurisdiction. It has pleased us to

confirm this series of our ordinances by the signature of the

counts, to the end that the rule which has been written by

our will, and the will of all, be preserved by posterity, and

have the solidity of an eternal compact.” (Here follow the

signatures of thirty-two counts).

Without going further, from this preface only the differ-

ence of the three laws is evident; this latter is not a mere

collection of customs, we know not by whom digested, nor

at what epoch, nor with what view; it is a work of legisla-

tion, emanating from a regular power, with a view to public

order, which offers some truly political characteristics, and

gives evidences of a government, or, at least, the design ot a

government.
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Let us now enter into the law itself; it does not belie the

preface.

It contains 110 titles, and 354 articles, namely: 142 arti-

cles of civil law, 30 of civil or criminal procedure, and 182

of penal law. The penal law is divided into 72 articles

for crimes against persons, 62 for crimes against property,

and 44 for various crimes.

These are the principal results to which we are con-

ducted by the examination of the provisions thus classified:

I. The condition of the Burgundian and the Roman is

the same; all legal difference has vanished: in civil or criminal

matters, whether ns offended or offenders, they are placed

upon a footing of equality. The texts abound in proofs of it.

I select some of the most striking:

—

1. “Let the Burgundian and the Roman be subjected to

the same condition.”—Tit. x. § 1.

2. “If a young Roman girl be united to a Burgundian
without the consent or knowledge of her parents, let her

knotv that she shall receive none of her parents’ possessions.”

—Tit. xii. §. 5.

3. “ If any free Burgundian enter into a house for any
quarrel, let him pay six solidi to the master of the house,

and twelve solidi as a tine. We wish in this that the same
condition be imposed upon the Romans and the Burgundians.”
—Tit. xv. §. 1.

4. “ If any man travelling on his private business, arrive

at the house of a Burgundian and demand hospitality of him,
and if the Burgundian show' him the house of a Roman, and
this can be proved, let the Burgundian pay three solidi to

him w'hose house he pointed out, and three solidi by wray of
line.”—Tit. xxxviii. §. 6.

Ihese regulations certainly exhibit care to maintain the
two people on the same footing. AYe thus read in Gregory
ot lours: “King Goudebald instituted, in the country now
named Burgundy, the most mild law's, in order that the
Romans might not be oppressed. 1

II. The penal law of the Burgundians is not the same
as that of the Franks. Composition had always existed

lom. i. p. 90, of mv Collection do Mimoirex rcUtlifs a lHHtoire do
France.
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in it, but it was no longer the sole penalty; corporal penal-
ties appeared; we find also certain moral penalties; the
legislator attempted to make use of shame .

1 Already,
even, it invented strange punishments, such as are so often
found in the legislation of the middle ages. If, for example,
a hunting sparrow-hawk was stolen, the robber was con-
demned to let the sparrow-hawk eat six ounces of flesh from
his body, or to pay six solid

L

This is but a piece of fantastical

savageness; but it indicated attempts at punishment very
different from the ancient German customs. The difference

manifests itself also by other symptoms; crimes are much
more various, fewer of them are against persons, and we see

some arise which bespeak more regular and complicated social

relations.

III. Civil right and procedure also occupy a much greater

place in the law of the Burgundians than in the two preced-
ing laws. They form the subject of nearly half the articles;

in the law of the Ripuarians they only occupy two-fifths,

and only the sixth of the Salic law. One need only open
the laws of Gondebald and Sigismund in order to perceive

there a multitude of provisions upon successions, testaments,

bequests, marriages, contracts, &c.
IV. One even meets there with some positive marks of the

Roman law. We could scarcely discover any traces of such
a fact in the Ripuarian law; here it is plainly visible, parti-

cularly in what concerns civil law ; nothing can be more
simple; civil law was rare and weak in barbarous laws; from
the time that the progress of civil relations furnished the

matter, as it were, it was from the Roman legislation that

they were obliged to borrow the form.

Here are two provisions where the imitation is certain:

1 .

“ If a Burgundian woman, after

the death of her husband, enters,

as happens, into a second or a

third marriage, and if site has sons

by each marriage, let her possess in

usufruct, while she lives ,

2 the nuptial

1 .

“ Let no person be ignorant that

if women, the lawful time being

passed, enter into a second marriage,

having children by the former mar-

riage, they shall preserve, during

their life, the usufruct of what they

1 See the first Supplement, tit. x.

- Dum advivit usvfructu possideal.
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donation ; but after her death, each
of her sons shall come into the pos-

session of what his father gave to his

mother ; and thus the woman lias no
right to give, sell, or alienate any-
thing that she received as a nuptial

donation."—Tit. xxiv. § 1.

o

“ Bequests and testaments made
among our people shall lie valid

when five or seven witnesses have
set thereto, as best they can, their

scnl or signature.”—Title, xliii. § :i

.

received 1

at the time of their mar-
riage, the property coming entire to

their children, to whom the most
sacred laws preserve the right of it

after their parents' death.”— Cod.
Theod., liv. iii. tit. viii. 1. :l ; Ibid. 1.

'2

.

o
“ In codicils that are not preceded

by n testament, as in wills, the me-
diation of five or seven witnesses
must never be wanting."— Cod.
Theod. liv. iv., tit. iii. 1. 1.

I might indicate other apparent analogies.

V. Lastly, the law of the Burgundians clearly shows that
royalty had made great progress among that people. Not
that it is more in question there than elsewhere; it was not
in question at all in a political point of view; the Burgundian
law is the least political of the barbarian laws, the one
which most exclusively confines itself to penal and civil law,
and contains the fewest allusions to general government;
but by this law in its whole, by its preface, and by the
tone and spirit of its compilation, one is reminded at every
step that the king is no longer merely a warrior chief, or
merely a great proprietor; and that royalty has left its bar-
barous condition, in order to become a public power.

^ ou see all this gives evidence of a more developed and
better regulated society; the Roman element prevails more
and more over the barbarous element ; we visibly advance in
the transition from one to the other, or rather in the work of
fusion which is to combine them together. What the
Burgundians appear to have chiefly borrowed from the
Roman empire, independently of some traits of civil law,
i? the idea of public order, of government properly so called;
hardly can we catch a glimpse of any trace of the ancient
German assemblies; the influence of the clergy does not
appear dominant;, it was royalty which prevailed, and strove
to reproduce the imperial power.
The Burgundian kings seems to have the most completely

ol owed the emperors and reigned after their model. Perhaps

Dum advixerit in usufructu possidcat ( Interpret.)
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the cause should be sought for in the date of their kingdom,
which was one of the earliest founded, while the organization
of the empire still existed, or nearly so; perhaps, also, their
establishment, enclosed within narrower limits than those of
the Visigoths or the Franks, may have promptly invested it

with a more regular form. However this may be, the fact

is certain, and characterizes the nation and its legislation.

It continued in vigour after the Burgundians had passed
under the yoke of the Franks ; the formulas of Marculf and
the capitularies of Charlemagne prove it.

1 We find it even
formally mentioned in the ninth century by the bishops
Agobard and Ilincmar; but few men, they observe, now live

under this law.

III. The destiny of the law of the Visigoths was more
important, and of greater duration. It formed a considerable

collection, entitled Forum judicum
,
and was successively

digested, from the year 466, the epoch of the accession of

king Euric, who resided at Toulouse, to the year 701, the

time of the death of Egica or Egiza, who resided at Toledo.

This statement alone announces that, in this interval, great

changes must have taken place in the situation of the people

for whom the law was made. The Visigoths were first

established in the south of Gaul; it was in 507 that Clovis

drove them hence, and took from them all Aquitaine; they

only preserved on the north of the Pyrenees a Septimani.

The legislation of the Visigoths, therefore, is of no importance

in the history of our civilization until this epoch; in later

times, Spain is almost solely interested in it.

While he reigned at Toulouse, Euric caused the customs

of the Goths to be written; his successor, Alaric, who was
killed by Clovis, collected and published the laws of his

Boman subjects under the name of Breviarium. The
Visigoths, then, at the commencement of the sixth century

were in the same situation as the Burgundians and the Franks;

the barbarous law and the Boman law were distinct; each

nation retained its own.

When the Visigoths were driven into Spain, this state

was altered; their king, Chindasuinthe (642-652) fused

the two laws into one, and formally abolished the Boman

1 Marculf, b. i. f. 8 ;
capit. 2 a 813. Baluze, 1005.
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law ; there was from that time but one code, and one
nation. Thus was substituted among the Visigoths the

system of real laws, or according to territory, in the place of
personal laws, or according to origin or races. This last had
prevailed and still prevailed among all barbarous nations,

when Chindasuinthe abolished it from among the Visigoths.

But it was in Spain that this revolution was completed; it

was there that from Chindasuinthe to Egica, (642-701) the
Forumjudieum was developed, completed, and took the form
under which we now see it. As long as the Visigoths occupied
the south of Gaul, the compilation of their ancient customs
and the Breviarium alone ruled the country. The Forum
judieum has, therefore, for France, only an indirect interest:

still it Avas for some time in vigour in a small portion of
southern Gaul; it occupies a great place in the general
history of barbarous laws, and figures there as a \

-ery re-
markable phenomenon. Let me, therefore, make you ac-
quainted with its character and its Avhole.

The laiv of the Visigoths is incomparably more extensive
than any of those which have just occupied our attention.
It is composed of a title which serves as a preface, and twelve
books, divided into 54 titles, in Avhich are comprehended
59o articles, or distinct Iuavs of various origins and date. All
the laws enacted or reformed by the Visigoth kings, from
Euric to Egica, are contained in this collection.

All legislative matters are there met with; it is not a col-
lection ot ancient customs, nor a first attempt at civil reform;
it is a universal code, a code of political, civil, and criminal
laAv: a code systematically digested, with the view of pro-
viding for all the requisites of society. It is not only a code,
a totality of legislature provisions, but it is also a system of
philosophy, a doctrine. It is preceded by, and here and
there mixed Avith dissertations upon the origin of society, the
nature ot poAA'er, civil organization, and the composition and
publication of Iuavs, and not only is it a system, but also a
collection ot moral exhortations, menaces, and advice. The
Forum judieum

,
in a Avord, bears at once a legislative, philo-

sophical, and religious character; it partakes of the several
properties of a buy, a science, and a sermon.

I he course is simple enough; the Iuav of the Visigoths Avas
the Avork of the clergy; it emanated from the councils of
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Toledo. The councils of Toledo were the national assemblies

of the Spanish monarchy. Spain has tliis singular charac-

teristic, that, from the earliest period of its history, the clergy

played a much greater part in it than elsewhere; what the

field of Mars or May was to the Franks, what the Witten-
agemote to the Anglo-Saxons, and what the general assembly

of Pavia was to the Lombards, such were the councils of

Toledo to the Visigoths of Spain. It was there that the laws

were digested, and all the great national affairs debated.

Thus, the clergy was, so to speak, the centre around which

grouped royalty, the lay aristocracy, the people and the

whole of society. The Visigoth code is evidently the work
of the ecclesiastics; it has the vices and the merits of their

spirit ; it is incomparably more rational, just, mild, and

exact; it understands much better the rights of humanity, the

duties of government, and the interests of society; and it

strives to attain a much more elevated aim than any other of

the barbarous legislations. But, at the same time, it leaves

society much more devoid of guarantees; it abandons it on

one side to the clergy, and on the other to royalty. The

Frank, Saxon, Lombard, and even Burgundian laws, respect

the guarantees arising from ancient manners, of individual

independence, the rights of each proprietor in his domains,

the participation, more or less regular, and more or less exten-

sive, of freemen in the affairs of the nation, in judgments,

and in the conduct of the acts of civil life. In the Forum

judicum

,

almost all these traces of the primitive German

society have disappeared; a vast administration, semi-ecclesi-

astical and semi-imperial, extends over society. I surely need

not observe, for your thoughts will have outrun my words,

that this is a new and prodigious step in the route on which

we proceed. Since we have studied the barbarous laws, we

advance more and more towards the same result, the fusion of

the two societies becomes more and more general and profound;

and in this fusion, in proportion as it was brought about, the

Roman element, whether civil or religious, dominated more

and more. The Ripuarian law is less German than the Salic;

the law of the Burgundians less so than the Ripuarian law;

and the law of the Visigoths still less so than that of the Bur-

gundians. It is evidently in this direction that the river

flows, towards this aim that the progress of events tends.
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Singular spectacle! Just now we were in the last age

of Roman civilization, and found it in full decline, without

strength, fertility, or splendour, incapable, as it were, of sub-

sisting; conquered and ruined by barbarians; now all of a

sudden it reappears, powerful and fertile; it exercises a pro-

digious influence over the institutions and manners which

associate themselves with it; it gradually impresses on them its

character; it dominates over and transforms its conquerors.

Two causes, among many others, produced this result; the

power of a civil legislation, strong and closely knit; and the

natural ascendency of civilization over barbarism.

In fixing themselves and becoming proprietors, the barba-

rians contracted, among themselves, and with the Romans,
relations much more varied and more durable, than any

they had hitherto known; their civil existence became much
more extensive and permanent. The Roman law alone could

regulate it; that alone was prepared to provide for so many
relations. The barbarians even in preserving their customs,

even while remaining masters of the country, found them-
selves taken, so to speak, in the nets of this learned legis-

lation, and found themselves obliged to submit, in a great

measure, doubtless not in a political point of view', but in

civil matters, to the new social order. Besides, the mere sight

Of Roman civilization exercised great influence on their ima-
gination. What now moves ourselves, what we seek with
eagerness in history, poems, travels, novels, is the repre-
sentation of a society foreign to the regularity of our own;
it is the savage life, its independence, novelty, and adven-
tures. Very different were the impressions of the barbarians;
it was civilization which struck them, which seemed to them
great and marvellous; the remains of Roman activity, the
cities, roads, aqueducts, and amphitheatres, all that society

so regular, so provident, and so varied in its fixedness

—

these were the objects of their astonishment and admira-
tion. Although conquerors, they felt themselves inferior to
the conquered; the barbarian might despise the Roman in-

dividually; but the Roman empire in its whole appeared
to him something superior; and all the great men of the
age of conquests, the Alarics, the Ataulphs, the Theodorics,
and many others, while destroying and throwing to the

K K
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ground the Roman empire, exerted all their power to imi-

tate it.

These are the principal facts which manifested themselves

in the epoch which we have just reviewed, and, above all,

in the compilation and successive transformation of the bar-

baric laws. We shall seek, in our next lecture, what remained

of the Roman laws to govern the Romans themselves, while

the Germans were applying themselves to writing their own.

END OF VOL. i.
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